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This debate is one of the most enlightening debates | 
have ever had. It sheds a lot of light on many important 
issues that so far | had not discussed. It reveals how Islam 
devalues man, denies his inherent dignity and regards him 
as a wicked and evil being that needs to be harnessed and 
controlled through stringent rules. This view explains why 
there are so many human rights abuses in Islam; why the 
laws of Islam are so draconian, and why the Sharia 
prescribes beating, maiming, and beheading. You can also 
understand why Muslims commit what we perceive as evil, 
while they regard them as divine, and learn why Islam is 
irrational and incompatible with human dignity. My 
opponent was a learned mullah, a Shiite cleric from Iran. | 
thank him for leading this debate towards this direction. 


Mr. Farzad is an Iranian cleric with whom | had a mini 
debate in one of the forums of this site. Although | consider 
him a learned person, unfortunately the debate was just 
between him and me. He prefers to write in Persian and | 
can only write in English. I’d like that more people read the 
debates and learn from them and consequently | did not 
reply to his last comments. Mr. Farzad has come back 
complaining that | did not answer him, which must be 
interpreted as my inability to respond and hence | should 


remove my site. 


Here is my reply to him: 
Dear Mr. Farzad, 


There are countless replies to my challenge. They are all over 
the web. None of them answers anything. I can’t reply to each and 
every person who writes a “rebutal” to one of my articles. That 
does not mean that what they say has any value. They rehash the 
same things. Basically, the replies of Muslims consist in two 


ad 


fallacies. “The Sira and hadith are not reliable”. “We must not 
judge the morality of ancient people with the morality of today ”’. 
These two are the only themes that are repeated in a billion 


different ways. Both are fallacies. 


1 - If the authentic Islamic sources are not reliable, then Islam 
is already corrupted. According to the Quran, Muslims are 
required to follow the examples of their prophet (Sunnah). The 
Sunnah of Muhammad can be found only in the hadith and the 
sira. These sources say Muhammad was a criminal, rapist, mass 
murderer, terrorist, and assassin. That is why Muslims do what 
they do. They follow the Sunnah of their prophet. If this Sunnah is 
corrupted, then Islam cannot be practiced. 


2 - Moral relativism is also a fallacy. What Muhammad did has 
been always evil. Furthermore, assuming what he did was a norm 
for his time, why did he emulate the evil practices of the people 
whom he called “ignorant”? Did he come to follow the practices 
of the ignorant people and hence make them permanent or set a 
new standard? 


If you write in English, I’d be glad to reply. I can’t reply in 
Persian and if I respond only to you without translating your 
articles, it won’t be a fair debate since people don’t know what 
you write. 


I have a proposition. If you translate my responses into Persian, 
I will translate yours into English. In this way we have this debate 
in both languages. 


Mr. Farzad responded: 
Mr. Sina, 


I did not reply to you outside your site and I was not 
disrespectful either. answered in detail to a couple of your 
accuSations that there are contradictions in the Quran and Islam. I 
responded to these charges and logically proved you are wrong. 
Unfortunately, you abandoned the debate. 


If you recall I had given ample response, especially regarding 
the Sira in which you are so interested, saying that you must either 
accept it in its entirety or reject it in its entirety. Regrettably, you 
only pick the parts that you believe validate your own arguments 
and reject the rest of the Sira and hadith wholesale. This is nothing 
but a clear demagogy, sophism and logical fallacy. 


In regards to the impossibility of comparing the morality of 
ancient people to modern morality, I don’t know what others have 
said, but if you recall I said, before we discuss secondary issues 
we must first decide on the fundamentals of the two schools of 
thought and then decide about the morality in the past and in the 
present. God-centered morality and ethics are in some cases 
entirely different from man-centered morality and ethics. 


What is important is to know which one of these concepts is 
logically acceptable. As I stated, if the concept of God-centered 
morality, especially the god that Muhammad is his last prophet, 
cannot be proven logically, then we should evaluate the conduct of 
his prophet from your perspective, i.e., human-centered morality. 
However, as you may remember, you said you have no interest to 
solve this question radically, but what matters to you most is to 
trash Muhammad and trample his personality through your own 
point of view. 


The fallacy is not what you pointed out, but the fallacy is in 
judging / measuring God-centered morality with man-centered 
morality. 


I am totally ready to translate your write-ups into Persian. In 
exchange, I request you to create a new article dedicated to our 
debate so we can discuss any subject of your interest [without 
interruption]. 


If this debate is conducted bilingually, considering the positive 
qualities that each language has, it would become very much 
desirable. I must also add that in order to write in your site I must 
necessarily use proxy servers and filters [as it is blocked in 
Iran]. This may represent some difficulty. 


Mr. Farzad, 


You say I must either accept the hadith and sira in their entirety 
or reject them in their entirety and that by accepting a part of it 
and not all of it lam committing demagogy. 


I am afraid your reasoning is flawed. I am acting as the prose- 
cutor of Muhammad and Islam. My goal is to prove he was a liar. 
An impostor may laud himself loftily. His bragging about himself 
is not taken into consideration in his trial. His prosecutor will 
highlight only the parts of his statements that can be used against 
him to prove his guilt. 


There are many tales of miracles attributed to Muhammad in 
the Sira and in the hadith and even in the Quran we find the fable 
of the Mi’raj. Do we have to accept them? Once I prove he was a 
liar by his own admission, all his claims of grandiosity become 
null. 


This is a simple logic and I am surprised that you bring such a 
fallacy up when you know or should know it is a fallacy. Let us 
say someone steals something from you. You charge him with 
theft. He denies it, but under cross-examination, he contradicts 
himself. You then prove his guilt only by picking a few contra- 
dictory statements which establish he is a liar. His other claims 
about him praising himself and saying how honest he is are 


irrelevant. The judge will not accept everything he says nor will 
he reject everything he says. He hears it all and only pays 
attention to where he contradicts himself. That is what I am doing 
with the claim of Muhammad in the Quran, the Sira and the 
hadith. 


In my previous response, I also accused Muslims of using 
moral relativism to defend Muhammad’s immoral conduct. You 
argue that first we have to decide whether the basis of morality 
should be God-centered or man-centered and think this is crucial 
to resolve the problem of immorality imputed to Muhammad. 


God-centered morality is a logical fallacy. It is a circular 
reasoning. Let me make a simple example to debunk this fallacy. 
Let us say I claim to be a prophet of God and manage to deceive a 
few people. Then I order my followers to do things that they 
consider immoral and unethical from human perspective. For 
example, I tell them to raid the homes of people, loot their 
belongings and rape their women. I tell them to allow me to have 
sex with their daughters. I tell them they should assassinate 
anyone who badmouths me, etc. They know everything I say is 
immoral and unethical but I tell them, you should not judge me by 
your flawed human-centered morality. I am the prophet of God. 
My morality 1s God-centered. Now shut up and do as I say. 


Do you see the absurdity of God-centered morality argument? 
This fallacy was used by every cult leader. The followers of 
Shoko Asahara injured hundreds of innocent people in Tokyo and 
killed dozens of them. They used this very argument. They 
convinced themselves that they must not question the wisdom of 
God. The followers of Charles Manson went on a killing spree, 
butchering innocent people at random. They used this very 
reasoning. The same can be said of the followers of Jim Jones, 
David Koresh and all other cults. 


Assuming God exists, his morality cannot go against our 
morality. God gave us an infallible moral compass to discern 


between right and wrong. This compass is called the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule says don’t do to others what you don’t like to be 
done to you. This rule is called golden because we can understand 
it in the core of our being. It is self-evident and it has existed for 
thousands of years among virtually all the people (Islam, Nazism, 
Fascism and communism being exceptions). The Golden Rule is 
the basis of all morality and ethics. Anything that goes against it 1s 
unethical and immoral. 


Any person who says, I don’t practice the Golden Rule because 
I don’t follow human centered morality but God centered morality 
is a deceiver. That is how we can recognize false prophets. Jesus 
said you will recognize them [the false prophets] by their fruits. 
This throws out of the window your argument that God-centered 
morality is different from man centered morality and incompre- 
hensible to humans. If that were the case how could we 
distinguish a true prophet from a charlatan? How can we reject the 
claim of Charles Manson, Joseph Koni, or myriads other cult 
leaders? 


Assuming there is a God, His morality cannot be different from 
man’s morality. It can be superior but never opposed to it. 
Muhammad lived like a thug and a criminal and you say his 
morality was God-centered? Jesus and Buddha lived by a morality 
superior to that of common men. When on the cross, Jesus pleaded 
to his God: Father, forgive them for they don’t know what they are 
doing. This is a higher morality. Muhammad sent assassins to kill 
his critics, including a mother of five children. And you claim his 
morality was God-centered? In what ways his actions were 
different from those of a criminal? 


This is the problem with Islam. You Muslims have mistaken 
Satan for God. Everything Muhammad did was Satanic. 


Sadly, this fallacy is not yours alone. It is shared by all the 
Muslim scholars. In the book Reliance of the Traveller, a classic 
manual of Islamic sacred law by Ahmad ibn Nagib al-Misri (d. 


1368 AD) we find a variation of this fallacy. The author says, 
“Since the source of legal rulings is Allah the question arises. Is it 
possible for the mind alone, unaided by Allah’s messengers and 
revealed scriptures to know rulings, such that someone not 
reached by a prophet’s invitation would be able through his own 
reason to know Allah’s rule concerning his actions? Or is this 
impossible? The position of the Asharis, the followers of Abul 
Hasan Ashari, is that the mind is unable to know the rule of Allah 
about the acts of those morally responsible except by means of His 


J 


messengers.’ 


This is the position of all Muslims today, whether Sunni or 
Shia. This is the fundamental flaw in Islam that proves its origin 1s 
not divine. The message of Jesus can be logically understood to 
the extent that one can reach at the same conclusion without ever 
having heard his name. Here are a few examples: 

Love your enemies! Pray for those who persecute you! In that 


way you will be acting as true sons of your Father in heaven. 
(Matthew 5:43) 


For if you forgive men for their transgressions, your heavenly 
Father will also forgive you. (Matthew 6:14) 

So in everything, do to others what you would have them do to 
you, for this sums up the Law and the Prophets. (Matthew 7:12) 

Do not judge or you too will be judged. (Matthew 7:1) 


Why do you look at the speck of sawdust in your brother’s eye 
and pay no attention to the plank in your own eye ? (Matthew 7:2) 


He said unto the people who brought to him a prostitute asking 
what to do with her, “He that is without sin among you, let him first 
cast a stone at her.” (John 8:7) 


These teachings resonate with our human sense of morality. They 
don’t contradict them. 


The teachings of Muhammad contradict our sense of morality. 
They go against every fiber of our being and what we perceive as 


good. It is impossible for one to come to them using one’s own 
commonsense and logic. One has to be indoctrinated in Islam. 
Islam goes against human nature. Here are a few examples: 


Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it is 
possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you (Q. 2:216) 


This verse admits that humans loath fighting, and yet 
Muhammad encourages his followers to go against their common 
sense and nature and prescribes fighting for them. Even if we 
ignore all the absurdities of the Quran and all the crimes of 
Muhammad, this verse alone is enough for any person with 
common sense to realize Muhammad was not a true prophet of 
God but a charlatan cult leader. 


Let not the believers Take for friends or helpers Unbelievers 
rather than believers: if any do that, in nothing will there be help 
from Allah (Q 3:28) 


This teaching is also contrary to our sense of morality. If 
children are not indoctrinated and don’t learn to hate others based 
on their race, religion or caste, they have no prejudice against each 
other. Religious hatred is not natural. It must be indoctrinated, as 
this verse does. 


Allah forgives not that partners should be set up with Him; but 
He forgives anything else. (Q. 4:48) 


A rational person would naturally think that God abhors doing 
injustice and cruelty more than anything else. But no, Allah will 
forgive any crime and even prescribes cruelty and injustice 
towards the unbelievers/ He is only worried about people setting a 
partner with him. This makes no sense. If there is no other god but 
Him, why this much paranoia? How can a sane god be so jealous 
of non-exiting gods? It appears that Allah is not very much 
convinced that he is the only God. Could it be that he is not God 
but Satan and that is why he is so possessive? This much 


insecurity is suspicious. One must be indoctrinated to believe in 
such absurdity. 


I will instill terror into the hearts of the unbelievers: smite ye 
above their necks and smite all their finger-tips off them. (Q. 8:12) 


No sane person would come to this conclusion on his own. 
These teachings are contrary to human sense of morality. 
Assuming someone who is not a messenger of God wrote these 
verses. Isn’t it obvious that that person is evil? Why should we 
accept them as divine when they are uttered by Muhammad? 


The Islamic argument that man cannot understand God’s laws 
or morality without the aid from a messenger and that it is 
possible for God’s morality to be entirely contrary to human 
consciousness is a patent proof that Islam is not from God. It 
would be utterly cynical and unjust for God to give man a sense of 
morality and a rational mind and then send a message that goes 
diametrically against them. How can a just God make us believe 
that killing, raping, stealing, torturing and abusing others is wrong 
and then send a messenger who does all these things? 


It is not difficult to see Muhammad fooled the ignorant people 
of his time. What is incomprehensible is that in this day and age of 
enlightenment still there are over a billion otherwise normal and 
intelligent people who believe in that charlatan and think that 
scoundrel will take them to heaven. This is the tragedy, Mr. 
Farzad. 


Update: 2/24/2012 
Mr. Sina 


Before answering you, I’d like to request to please refrain from 
repeating the same arguments in different ways. It would suffice to 
present the gist of your argument briefly. There is a saying, “the best 
speech is the shortest one.” If excessive wordiness is not an 
indication of the speaker’s garrulity it adds nothing to the subject. 


Secondly, partly because of the above and partly because I 
thought you did not grasp my argument and instead refuted another 
argument that I had not raised, I only translated a portion of your 
write up. I will translate the rest in the coming days. 


Now, here is my response regarding the authenticity of the Sira 
and the Hadith. 


You wrote that by proving the prophet (PBUH) a lar, all his 
claims and the claims of his followers about his virtues mentioned in 
the Hadith and Sira become invalid. 


Very good! Instead of making unsubstantiated claims please 
prove your accusation. The prophet (PBUH) was known as Amin 
(honest) in the pre Islamic era of ignorance (jaheliya). Starting from 
the time before his anointment and the thirteen years after it, please 
show us some of his lies that you find in the hadith and Sira and 
then tell us about the last ten years of his life. But first read the 
following as it is fundamental to this question. 


You completely misunderstood my words. Therefore the title that 
you have chosen for this debate and your response are irrelevant. 


I did not say that there are two kinds of moralities, i.e. a morality 
from man’s perspective and morality from God’s perspective. What 
I said is that the perception of reality is of two kinds. One is to view 
God as the focal point of existence and evaluate the world from this 
perspective and the other is to consider man as the focal point and 
evaluate everything based on their utility to him, i.e. whether they 
are beneficial to man or hurt him. 


If we consider God as the only focal point, the objective of 
existence, our definition of morality in some cases (and only in 
some cases) will be different from what we understand as morality 
from human point of view. For example, killing, from the latter 
(human) perspective, which results in the destruction of a human 
life, is seen as unethical and acceptable only in the case of self- 
defense. But from the former (God’s) perspective, life has almost 
zero value, because life in this world and the next is not separated, 


but it is a continuum. From this perspective, killing takes an entirely 
different meaning and death becomes nothing more than a passage 
from one state to another. If a person does not endeavor to attain 
beatitude and perfection, and hinders others from attaining 
beatitude, it is in his own interest that he passes from this stage of 
life to the next as quickly as possible. 


What I expect from you is to prove convincingly that the world is 
human-centered and disprove the claim that it is God-centered. 


At the end I plead again to be concise and avoid beating around 
the bushes. 


Mr. Farzad, 


As for your first claim that Muhammad was known as Amin 
before his be’that (anointment) by everyone and Amin means 
honest, I am afraid this is a lie that Muslims have been repeating 
so much that now they believe in it. I have debunked this claim in 
my book, ‘Understanding Muhammad’. 


Muslims claim that Muhammad was known to be an honest 
man as the Meccans called him Amin. This claim is disingenuous. 
Amin means trustee. It was the title of those who sold and bought 
merchandise on behalf of others. One is called school trustee, or 
city trustee because of his profession. The title “Amin” is a label 
for every sort of profession. Here are some examples: Amin El- 
Maktaba (Trustee of the library), Amin El-Shortaa (Police 
Trustee), and Majlass El-Omnaa (Council of Trustees.) 


Abul Aas, husband of Zeinab, Muhammad’s daughter, was also 
called Amin because of his profession. He did not convert until he 
was forced to. Muhammad ordered Zeinab to leave him unless he 
converted. 


Muhammad acted as the trustee (Amin) for Khadijah once, 
when he took her merchandise to Damascus and sold it on her 
behalf. Had the Meccans believed Muhammad to be trustworthy 


they would not have derided him when he told them that he had 
received a message from God. According to Muhammad’s own 
admission made in the Quran, those who knew him best called 
him a liar and a madman, (Q.15:6) a charge that he denied by 
making his Allah testify: “Therefore continue to remind, for by 


the grace of your Lord, you are not a soothsayer, or a madman.’ 


(Q.52:29) 


The Sira does not give much information about Muhammad 
before his claim to prophecy. There is no data for me to show that 
he was a liar then. However, there is plenty of evidence that show 
he was a liar after his claim. All my articles show he was a liar. 
There is no point for me to repeat. Just read any of my articles. 
Here is one example: http://alisina.org/is-muhammad-mentioned- 
in-the-bible/ 

You say I misunderstood you completely and that you did not 
say God-centered morality and man-centered morality are 
different, but what you said is that our perceptions of these two 
moralities are sometimes different. 


I don’t think I misunderstood you. It is the same. God’s 
morality should not be perceived as evil. If it is, humans can’t be 
blamed for rejecting it. A real god can’t play such tricks on 
humans. If the conduct of a true messenger of God can appears as 
evil, how can we know he is from God? 


Even though you object that I repeat the same thing more than 
necessary, it is clear you still did not understand that I already 
refuted the claim of God-centered morality as circular reasoning. 
Please refer to the example I made about me claiming to be a 
prophet and acting unethically. This argument is debunked. The 
burden of proof is on you to show that the world is God-centered. 


You say in the eyes of God, human life is worth nothing 
because He does not see a separation between this world and the 
next. This claim is also a fallacy. First you have to prove the 


existence of God. Next you have to prove that Allah is God. And 
then you have to prove that Muhammad was a true prophet of this 
god. You have done none of the above. You are engaging in the 
fallacy of Begging the Question. Your premises include the claim 
that the conclusion is true. Forget about proving the existence of 
God. Let us take that for granted. Please prove the other two 
claims. 


Without providing evidence to any of the above claims you 
come to the conclusion that it is in the best interest of those who 
disagree with you to be killed. The absurdity of this claim is self- 
evident, but ruefully, it is not so to Muslims. Therefore, allow me 
to explain the obvious. 


What escapes you and your co-religionists is that everyone 
believes to be right. According to you, I am not attaining felicity 
and perfection because I don’t believe in Islam and since I write 
about my views I am hindering others from attaining them too. 
Therefore, it is in my best interest to be killed as quickly as 
possible. 


There are two problems: 


a) Let us assume that your twisted way of thinking is right 
and that Islam bestows beatitude to humanity and those who 
don’t want to believe in it must be killed. Why your god can’t 
kill them personally? Why does he need henchmen to do his 
dirty work? 


I have been writing against Islam for about 14 years. Thanks 
to my writings thousands of Muslims have left Islam. According 
to your diabolic logic, Allah wants Muslims to kill me. Why 
can’t he do this himself? 


A Muslim challenged me to a mubahila and promised that 
within 90 days I will be a dead man. He prayed and asked other 
Muslims to pray. That is about four years ago. I never heard 
from him again. I hope he is not dead. 


Your god has no power. He depends on his henchmen. How is 
he different from a Mafia godfather? 


b) We the non-Muslims believe that Muslims are trapped in the 
dark pit of ignorance. They are the ones who are living in misery 
and causing pain to others. All we have to do is to point at the 
wretched Muslim world to prove our point. So based on your 
warped Islamic logic, we the non-Muslims must kill the Muslims. 


You see, we feel exactly the way you feel. We feel we are right 
and happy, and Muslims are miserable and a hindrance to the 
happiness of mankind. Tell me why we should not give you a taste 
of your own remedy and get the world rid of Muslims and Islam? 


The reason you Muslims are not killing us yet wholesale, is 
because you are weak. You will if you become strong. We are 
strong now and we can squish you like cockroaches. We can send 
your world into Stone Age in mater of hours. Tell me why we 
shouldn’t? 


You think it is divine to kill the unbelievers. Why do you think 
itis wrong for the unbelievers to kill you first in self-defense? 


This is where the Golden Rule comes into play —something you 
Muslims don’t understand. The reason non-Muslims are not 
killing you is because we believe in the Golden Rule. And the 
reason you exposed your evil thoughts with a straight face is 
because you don’t believe in the Golden Rule. 


Let us assume that Satan exists and he wants to destroy 
mankind. According to the scriptures of all the religions he has no 
power except in deceiving people. Let us say Satan asks you to 
advise him the best way to destroy mankind using his only faculty 
which is deception. What better ways can you think of than 
inventing a false religion that calls the believers to kill the 
unbelievers? 


Please answer these four questions. I highlighted them so you 
don’t forget. 


Update: 24/2/2012 
Mr. Sina, 


I am quite aware of your inability to produce logical arguments 
in defense of your position. I understand the reason you avoid 
focusing on preambles and draw your desired conclusion right 
from the start, which is disparaging Muslims and their prophet, 
and repeating constantly the same things in different words. Please 
don’t worry. Let us proceed slowly and step by step and let us 
delineate the structure of our debate first. Eventually, we will get 
to the conclusion with logic and reasoning. Then we can deal with 
details. 


Fourteen hundred years ago, a man claimed to be a prophet. 
His main contention was that the world has a creator and that the 
universe without God (who is named in the Quran) is meaning- 
less. To prove his claim he presented reasoning and a large 
number of people accepted his reasoning and believed in his 
claim. 


Now you say that there is no need for a god and that Man is the 
pivotal point of existence, not God. 


Please prove your claim. If you can prove it, I will end the 
debate right here and courageously will accept your claim. 


Here is the rest of my response: 


You say amin does not mean truthful, but trustee, and that it 
was the title given to merchants and hence it is a profession and 
not an attribute. Therefore, Muhammad was called amin because 
of his profession and not because he was known to be truthful. 
And you argue that if the Meccans thought Muhammad was 
truthful, they would have accepted his claim when he told them he 
is a prophet. Not only they did not accept him they called him 
soothsayer and madman. 


My answer is that the root of the word ‘amin’ is ‘amn’ which 
means safety, the opposite of fear and the opposite of treachery. 


The Quran describes the city of Mecca as: This is an amin city 


It describes Gabriel as, “The Faithful Spirit has descended with 
it”, (Q.4:174) 


In the description of Moses it says, “One of the two women 
said: O my father! Hire him! For the best (man) that thou canst 
hire in the strong, the trustworthy (amin)”’ 


The city of Mecca cannot be a profession. The Angle also does 
not have any need to work as a trustee. And Moses, when still a 
wanderer and before that when he grew up in the court of Pharaoh 
in opulence did not need to become a trustee merchant. You can’t 
consult an English dictionary to understand the true meaning of 
the word amin and say it means trustee. 


The Arabic language is acknowledged by all the linguists, as 
the most perfect language in the world. Every word in this 
language has a specific meaning. Therefore, if someone claims 
that Islam is the most perfect religion because it has been revealed 
in the most perfect language, that claim deserves consideration. 


In addition, in Arabic most professions are described in a 
single word, for example baqqal means grocer, haddad means 
smith and khabbaz means baker. If Amin was also a profession 
then it would have rhymed with the above words. 


2- Your second argument is that there is not enough material 
about Muhammad prior to his claim to prophesy, hence it is not 
possible to prove or disprove he was a liar. But we have a lot of 
documentation to show he lied after he claimed to a prophet. 


My answer: 


If it cannot be proven that Muhammad was a liar out of the 
sphere of his claim to prophecy then proving him to be a liar by 
disproving his claim will be difficult. It is like saying he is a liar 


because he claims to be a prophet. If the claim to prophethood is 
equated to lying then you are right. But you haven’t proven such 
thing yet. Of course we must leave that argument for later and I 
am not asking you for it now. That is a secondary issue and to 
discussing it before setting the norms of discussion is futile. 


3- Your third argument is that there is no difference between 
god centered morality being essentially different or perceived 
different. Therefore, humans have the right to reject the so called 
god-centered morality if it contradicts their perception of morality. 
If any person claims to be a prophet of God and practices a 
morality contrary to what we human perceive as immoral, that 
person is an impostor and not a prophet of God. 


My response is: 


The difference between these two definitions is astrono- 
mical. One is for our life in this world and the other is for our 
beatitude in the next world. The former will lead us to our death 
and burial in the ground and the latter will take us to heaven. After 
you try to prove your claim, you will come to understand this 
point. 


4- Your next argument is that I have jumped to speculate about 
the morality of God before proving the existence of God or that 
Allah is God or that Muhammad is a messenger of God and that is 
a fallacy. 


My response is: 


I did not come to such conclusion. Just for the sake of our 
debate I described your claim and my claim. That is all. When it 
comes the time for me to prove my claim, I will certainly do so. 


5- You said Muslims believe that whoever does not believe in 
Islam and whoever hinders others to converting to Islam must be 
killed and the reason they are not doing it in grand scale now is 
because they are weak. 


My response: 


I only made one example to explain the difference between God 
centered morality and man centered morality. Unfortunately, you 
took advantage of this example and pontificated about the lack of 
morality in Islam. But this is not the time to discuss that. I will not 
enter into details later. 


6- You wrote the reason the non-Muslims don’t want to kill the 
Muslims even though they have the power to do so, is because they 
follow the Golden Rule. Had they had a doctrine similar to Islam, 
they would have killed Muslims and violated their rights, as 
Muslims do where they are the majority and in power. 


My response: 
These killings are not as much religiously motivates as they are 
politically motivate. As far as I know no real religion prescribes 


killing the unbelievers. Again, you climbed on your high pulpit and 
preached to the coir. 


Now, in regards to the Golden Rule, it is not yet the time to 
discuss this matter, if you think no one in the Muslim world has ever 
thought about it you are wrong. There is a law in the Quran that is 
billions of times superior and better than the Golden Rule. 


“Tf you do good, you will do good for your own souls, and if you 
do evil, it shall be for them”. 


The Golden rule is transactional — Because I don’t want others to 
treat me badly I don’t treat others badly. This is a transaction pure 
and simple that has a trace of morality in it. 


Furthermore, a similar golden rule of yours can be found in our 
ahadith. 


In the book C/sé// éapage 14 it says, “O Ali, don’t choose when 
you would not choose for yourself and favor for your brother what 
you favor for yourself.” 


In his will to his son Hassan, Ali said: “My son, hearken to my 
advice. Make your own self the measure between thyself and 
others. Love for others what you love for yourself and don’t do to 


him what you don’t like yourself. Don’t treat others cruelly just 
as you don’t like to be treated cruelly; and be kind to others just 
as you would like others to be kind to you. If you consider 
anything unpleasant for yourself don’t choose it for others and 
just as you wish others to be content of you be content of 
them”’. [P. 74] 


I will reply to your questions after we clarify the structure of 
our debate. Of course, if you pay attention you will find your 
responses in what I have written already. 


Finally, I'd like to request all the friends who may want to ask 
questions from me to wait until the end of this debate. If you don’t 
find your response at the end, I will be at your service to answer 
any question. 


You can also email me your questions to mahigoli@hotma.com 


Update 2012/02/05 
Mr. Farzad, 


You say 1400 years ago Muhammad claimed to be the 
messenger of God and presented his reasoning which were 
accepted by people who believed in him. 


I have studied Islam intensively for the last 14 years and even 
before that, I had some basic knowledge of it as most Muslims 
have, but I never saw any convincing reasoning. If you present 
that reasoning and it is logical then it would be the end of 
discussion. The problem is that there is no evidence for the claim 
of Muhammad and yet Muslims merrily kill anyone who disagrees 
with this unproven claim. 


You said, “Now you say that there is no need for a god and 
that Man is the pivotal point of existence, not God. Please prove 
your claim.” 


You are engaging in the fallacy of the burden of proof. The 
burden of proof is on you not on me. 


My claim that morality is man based is self-evident. Is it not 
evident that killing, raping, torturing and looting others is evil? I 
don’t have to prove this human based morality. 


You on the other hand say that although all these things are evil 
when viewed from human perspective, they can be moral and 
good when seen from God’s point of view. It is you who has to 
prove this outlandish and seemingly absurd claim. Unless your 
god is Satan, your claim makes no sense at all. 


You explain that amin used in several verses of the Quran can 
only be interpreted as truthful and not as trustee. That is true. But 
amin also means trustee as in Amin El-Maktaba (Trustee of the 
library); Amin El-Shortaa (Police Trustee); and Majlass El-Omnaa 
(Council of Trustees.) 


Arabs gave the title of Amin to the merchants who traded 
goods on behalf of others. People trusted their goods to them and 
called them trustees. Muhammad acted as Khadijah’s trustee only 
once in his lifetime. I also said that Abul Aus, Zeinab’s husband 
who reluctantly accepted Islam was known as amin. If you just 
pay attention to what I write, there will be no reason for repetition. 
If you bring up this subject again, you will get the same answer. 
Once a topic is answered, please let us close it and move on. 


You also make another unsubstantiated claim that all the 
linguists agree that Arabic is the most perfect language. No they 
don’t. English is by far the most comprehensive language. Try to 
write a scientific thesis in Arabic. 


You said, “Jf the claim to prophethood is equated to lying then 
you are right. But you haven’t proven such thing yet.” 


Yes I have. All my articles prove Muhammad was a liar and I 
gave you this link as example. /ttp://alisina.org/is-muhammad- 
mentioned-in-the-bible/ Muhammad claimed that he is mentioned 


in the Bible by name. He is not. This is just one of the thousands 
of his lies. 


When you say there is a world of difference between God- 
centered morality and man centered morality I believe you did not 
understand me. My point was that it makes no difference whether 
the injustice we perceive in what you term as God’s morality is 
real or perceived. All realities to us humans are perceived. So if 
our perception is that your god is immoral and evil we should not 
be blamed for rejecting him. Our responsibility as humans is to 
judge the claims of all the claimants based on our commonsense 
and our own sense of morality. If a man claims to be a prophet of 
God and engages in theft, rape, raid, pedophilia and killing we 
must not accept him. Such a man cannot be the prophet of God, 
whether his name is Charles Manson or Muhammad ibn Abdullah. 
The claim that we can’t understand God’s morality and that it is 
possible that things that appear to us as evil may actually be divine 
in the sight of God is baloney. That is the trap in which all foolish 
cultists fall and become unable to see their guru is an evil 
impostor. Here is one example of that. http-://alisina.org/which- 
religion-is-good/ Read the email Thomas wrote to me to defend 
his guru’s sexual perversity, at the end of the article. 


You say you have not begun debating about God centered 
morality yet and that I am jumping to conclusions hastily. Yes you 
have and you defended this fallacy from the start. I debunked it in 
every response I gave, as if such a silly idea needs debunking. 


You say the terrorism and killings we see in Islamic world are 
politically motivated and not necessarily religiously motivated. I 
say they are both. In Islam politics and religion are inseparable. 
Muhammad started a religion to dominate and control. Islam has 
always been a tool of political domination. Unlike Christianity and 
other faiths, Islam is not a personal faith; it is a religion of state. 


You then quote the first part of the verse 17:7 “Jf you do good, 
you will do good for your own souls, and if you do evil, it shall be 


for them,” and say it is a billion times better than the Golden Rule. 
What you don’t say is that the above is not a teaching of 
Muhammad to Muslims. It, like the other verse in the same sura 
that says whoever kills one man is like he has killed the entire 
humanity, is part of a fable about the Israelis that Muhammad is 
rehashing in the Quran. If you read it in its context you’ll see it is 
not a teaching at all. 


At the end you berate the Golden Rule and say it is nothing but 
a mercantile transition. Obviously you have not understood it. I 
am not going to explain it because I believe the rule is self- 
explanatory, and even those who pretend not to understand it, 
perfectly understand it when it comes to their interests. Even a 
psychopath wants to be treated fairly. He just does not want to 
treat others in the same way he likes to be treated. Take the 
example of Muhammad. He could not tolerate anyone stealing 
from him and tortured to death a few Bedouins who stole his 
camels. However, he had stolen those very camels. It was okay for 
him to steal. It was just not okay for others to steal from him. 


Then you surprise us by quoting a few passages attributed to 
Ali that are repetitions of the Golden Rule. 


The question is whether those words were actually said by 
Ali or were attributed to him by the zealot Shiites later. How can 
we know the truth? All we have to do is look at how Ali treated 
his opponents. He was one of the most ruthless and evil men in 
Islam after Muhammad himself. So if he really said those words 
then he did not walk his talk. Confucius said the greatness of the 
superior man can be measured by the extent that his deeds and 
his words coincide. Apart from the fact that I believe those 
words are falsely attributed to Ali, words without action are 
dime a dozen. But let us focus on Muhammad. Ali may be 
important for the Shiites but he is not important for the majority 
of Muslims. There is enough to say about Muhammad. 


Your response was long, but you ignored my four questions. I 
repeat them again. 


1. If the conduct of a true messenger of God can appear as evil, 
how can we know he is from God? 


2. If Allah is powerful why he depends on his henchmen and 
cannot kill his critics without the help of Muslim assassins? 


3. If in your “God-centered morality” it is okay to kill the 
unbelievers, why do you think it is wrong for the unbelievers to 
kill you first in self-defense? 


4. If Satan asks you to advise him the best way to destroy 
mankind using his only faculty which is deception. What better 
ways can you think of than telling him to invent a false religion 
that calls the believers to kill the unbelievers? 


Update: 2012/02/26 
Mr. Sina, 


You say you have not seen any evidence that Islam is true and 
asked me to give you that evidence. 


I only mentioned the historic fact about what happened. A person 
claimed to be a prophet of God and for the last 1400 years billions 
of people of all walks of life, literate and illiterate, have believed in 
his claim. 


He claimed that the world has a god and that everything 
including humans is His creations, and that death is not the end. 
Please note that the Prophet (PBUH) has made this claim and has 
presented his evidence and billions of people have accepted his 
evidence and believed in him. At this moment I am not interested to 
analyze whether his evidence is logical or not. 


You have a different claim. Please provide an evidence for 
your claim. Maybe Muslims and me will find your claim more 
logical and will believe in you. 


Let me go a few step further. Let us suppose you prove the way 
that Muhammad (PBUH) has proposes is wrong and I accept your 
reasoning and believe that I had been misled. Now, I want to 
choose a new way and ask you to show me your way. Most 
certainly you don’t expect me to follow you like a sheep without 
asking for proof. So please give me the evidence that your way is 
correct. 


I will translate the rest of your article and my response to it 
after you answer the above fundamental questions. Until then I 
prefer not to enter into a new discussion. But here is my answer to 
you four questions. 


I- “If the conduct of a true messenger of God can appear as 
evil, how can we know he is from God?” 


My response: 


Beauty and ugliness, according to your thinking are completely 
relative. For example, having sex in public, homosexuality, and 
promiscuity, even in western cultures are sometimes morally 
acceptable and sometimes morally unacceptable. A lot of conducts 
in the western culture are considered morally acceptable, but in 
eastern cultures are unacceptable. Consequently, it is impossible 
to find a universally agreed upon standard by which to judge the 
conduct of a prophet. 


2 - “If Allah is powerful, why he depends on his henchmen and 
cannot kill his critics without the help of Muslim assassins?” 


My response: 


The difference is in need and lack of need. My god is self- 
sufficient and outside the circle of action/ reaction. If he gives me 
riches and in exchange he asks me to help the poor, it is not 
because he is powerless to remove the poverty from that poor. In 
this there are two tests. One is for me and the other is for the poor. 
God wants to delegate his affairs to his slaves (people). That is not 
because he can’t do them himself. Furthermore, if a slave does 


something, since his power originates from God’s power, it is in 
reality God who has done the work through that slave. 


3 - “If in your “God-centered morality” it is okay to kill the 
unbelievers, why do you think it is wrong for the unbelievers to 
kill you first in self-defense?” 


My Response: 


We don’t think that self-defense is wrong. I have not seen 
anywhere [in the scriptures] that anyone blamed a kafir for self- 
defense. Even animals have the right to self-defense. Furthermore, 
the premise of your question is wrong. There is no law in Islam 
that says that unbelievers deserve to die for merely not believing. 


4 - “If Satan asks you to advise him the best way to destroy 
mankind using his only faculty which is deception. What better 
ways can you think of than telling him to invent a false religion 
that calls the believers to kill the unbelievers?” 


My Response: 


A better way, in my opinion, would be to encourage people to 
be greedy. Thanks to this greed the proponents of the Golden 
Rule, in these past few years, only in the Middle East, have 
butchered millions of people to protect their base worldly 
interests. 


Update 2012/02/26 
Mr. Farzad, 


Your response is replete with logical fallacies. Nothing unusual 
about that! Islam is a collection of logical fallacies. I will point 
them out shortly, but first let me answer your question. 


You ask me to suggest a better way than Islam.I have 
answered this question in a separate article titled, ‘Which Religion 
Is Good?’ In that article, I quote Krishnamurthi, who said, “Truth 
is a pathless land’. Man cannot come to it through any 


organization, through any creed, through any dogma, priest or 
ritual, not through any philosophic knowledge or psychological 
technique. He has to find it through the mirror of relationship, 
through the understanding of the contents of his own mind, 
through observation and not through intellectual analysis or 
introspective dissection. ” 


Truth is like sunlight. You don’t have to go anywhere or follow 
anyone to find it. No path will take you closer to it. All you have 
to do is get out of the cave of your mind and bask in its splendor 
and warmth. 


Religions in general and Islam in particular take us away from 
truth. They are based on unsubstantiated claims supported by 
logical fallacies, and sheer lies. 


The claim that there is a god in heaven who does not need to be 
worshipped, but nonetheless he creates humans with freedom to 
worship him (there is no compulsion), or else, he will chop them 
and mince them and roast them and toast them and bake them and 
boil them, sounds a bit phony. It is not befitting for smart people 
of any time, let alone of this day and age, to believe in this balder- 
dash. 


You ask me to show you a good way so you can follow me. 
Okay! You need to change your paradigm. The problem is this 
very notion of following. Following is for sheep, not for humans. 
We are all endowed with a brain that, unless insane, can lead us to 
the right path. We all have a compass within us that can show us 
the true North. We don’t need to follow anyone. We all can be 
prophets to ourselves. 


How do we find the truth in science? Not by following this 
philosopher or that scientist. We find the truth in science through 
research, investigation, observation, analysis, tests and a lot of 
trial and error. Sometimes we make mistakes and come to 
erroneous conclusions, but if we follow this foolproof methodo- 


logy we will eventually find the right answer. This is called the 
scientific method. 


Finding the truth about spirituality, morality and ethics should 
also be done in a scientific method. Yes intuition helps, and even 
scientist credit intuition and inspiration for many of their 
discoveries. But they always support their intuitions with facts and 
scientific observation. 


If God is infinite, truth must be infinite. We humans are finite 
and as such it is impossible for us to reach the infinite truth. But 
we can get closer to it. Our truth can expand, just as our 
knowledge expands. 


In order to expand our understanding of the universe we 
question it. We challenge what we know and that is how we learn 
more. Shouldn’t we do the same for our spiritual understanding? 


In the middle ages people believed in Socrates, Plato and 
Aristotle as the ultimate authority on knowledge. As the result 
science became stagnated. Enlightenment took place when we 
stopped believing and quoting these masters and started 
questioning our knowledge and the knowledge of the above 
sages. It was then that our knowledge of science exploded. We 
began to doubt and to experiment. That brought us to where we 
are today. It is thank to this scientific approach that you and I can 
debate live while living on opposite sides of the world. 


We need a similar approach in matters of religion and 
spirituality. There is nothing those primitive people knew that can 
be of any use to us. The sacred books of all religions are full of 
errors about the universe and how it came to exist. If they are so 
wrong about this world why should we believe in their stories 
about the next? The knowledge of the ancient people is of no use 
to us. Why their morality and spirituality should be of any use? 


If you treat others the way you’d like to be treated you have 
found the right path. Why would you need to follow someone else 


to tell you what you can find on your own? Is it not clear that 
cheating, lying, hurting, abusing, discriminating and violating 
other people’s rights is wrong? Do we need a messenger from God 
to tell us what we already know? 


The problem with following someone else is that if this person 
is an impostor, he can make us do very evil things. Look at 
ordinary people who become cult members. They can often 
become very dangerous to others and to themselves. They do evil 
cheerfully and with total devotion and conviction. Is it not 
possible that Muhammad may have been a cult leader? 


That is my argument. I can’t prove this in few sentences. But if 
anyone is interested I invite them to read my book where I have 
provided irrefutable evidence to this claim. 


Good people do evil things when they follow false doctrines. 
That is why Muslims do so much evil to themselves and to others. 
Those who follow Muhammad have forsaken their humanity and 
have become monsters. 


You repeated what you said before that you can’t provide any 
evidence to the claim of Muhammad, but that there must be some 
truth to it or else why would billions of people, some very 
educated, believe in him for so many centuries. 


There are no less than four logical fallacies in your reasoning. 


1 - Truth cannot be attained through the consensus of the 
majority. If a proposition is false the mere fact that many people 
believe in it does not make it true. There was a time that most 
mankind believed that the earth is flat and stationary while the 
firmament revolves around it. Despite the consensus of the 
majority, this belief was always wrong. This fallacy is called, 
argumentum ad numerum. 


2 - The next fallacy in your statement is argumentum ad 
populum. The fact that a proposition is favored by many does not 
make it true either. 


3 - The next fallacy is argumentum ad verecundiam. A false 
proposition does not become truer if many educated people 
believe in it. Educated people can also be wrong. For example, 
Einstein was wrong when he said God does not play dice. God 
plays dice all the time. Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle is a 
scientific fact. 


4 - Your next fallacy is argumentum ad continuum. A false 
proposition does not become truer because it has lasted a long 
time. The fact that Islam has survived for 14 centuries is not the 
proof of its truth. The reason for its survival is to be sought in 
Islamic suppression of free enquiry. Had Islam allowed free 
thought and questioning, it would have been eliminated a thousand 
years ago or even in Medina where the Jews could debunk it 
easily. But Muhammad assassinated his critics. Islam has survived 
not because it is true but because it is intolerant of criticism. You 
can keep a space dark forever, as long as you don’t allow light to 
shine in. 


But that era is over. Now truth is coming out. For the first 
time opponents and proponents of Islam can discuss freely as 
you and I are doing, without the former fearing for their 
lives. Now truth can be exposed and when truth is out Islam will 
be eliminated. The Islamic regimes know that. That is why they 
are so fearful of the Internet. The mullahs want to ban all search- 
engines in Iran and create their own version of it called 
Yahaq.com, where they can control information. They know that 
to survive they have to keep people ignorant. But I doubt they 
will succeed. 


And here is my response to your response of my four 
questions. 


1 - You say morality is relative to cultures and since there is 
no universally accepted standard of morality we can’t judge the 
conduct of Muhammad. 


Morality may have different meanings for different cultures. 
One culture may think woman are talking walking vagina and that 
every part of their body is erotic and therefore they should cover 
themselves from head to toe. Another culture may think there is 
nothing wrong in nudity and may even license nudist camps. 
These two are extremes. Personally, I prefer moderation in 
everything. Most people share my views. However, this is not the 
point of our discussion. [ am not condemning Muhammad for 
practicing one form of morality or another. I am condemning him 
for practicing the morality of jungle where might is right. 


Whether your culture allows nudity or practices hijab and 
which is better is not the point. The point is that abuse and 
violation of human rights is wrong in any culture. Just as you find 
it objectionable for someone else to tell you how to dress, what to 
eat and what not to eat, what to read and what not to read, etc. 
Others also don’t want you to impose on them your morality and 
values. This is what the Golden Rule is all about. Muslims have 
no understanding of the Golden Rule and you have been pooh- 
poohing it all along, which shows those words you quoted earlier 
attributing them to Ali about the Golden Rule are not really his 
words. One zealot mullah must have thought they sound good and 
attributed them to Ali. However, as you have made it clear Islam 
has no room for such thing. You want to violate the human rights 
of others and abuse them, but want them to treat you fairly, even 
preferentially. You believe in the law of jungle. As long as you 
have the power, you will ignore the rights of others. You jail and 
kill the apostates and those who preach other faiths to Muslims, 
while you spent the money of the poor Iranians to build mosques 
in Europe to deceive and convert the westerners to convert to 
Islam. Your conscious is so low that you see nothing wrong in that 
and genuinely believe this is how things should be. This is the 
morality of the psychopath. I am not talking about you personally. 
I am talking about Muslims in general. 


In Understanding Muhammad, | argue that your prophet was a 
psychopath and Muslims become like him to the extent that they 
follow him. 


Even if morality may be relative, ethics are not. No civilized 
culture allows pedophilia, raid, rape and theft. Islam sanctions 
these evil practices. No ethical culture allows killing people for 
having different views or abandoning what is agreed by the 
majority. Islam practices it. You justified it by claiming that the 
morality of God may seem diabolic to humans, but we must not 
question it. This is of course a fallacy as I have pointed out 
numerous times. 


I don’t accuse Muhammad for lack of morality. I accuse him 
for lack of decency, for his inhumanity, for his cruelty, injustice 
and ruthlessness. 


2 - I asked why your Allah can’t kill his critics and he depends 
on his followers to do his dirty work. You responded that he 
delegates his work to others to test them and made an example 
that God can eliminate poverty, but he doesn’t do it. Instead he 
gives a lot of money to some people and keeps other hungry and 
asks the rich guy to feed the poor guy and in this way he can test 
both of them. 


I know you wrote this with straight face but I can’t stop 
laughing. This alone shows the stupidity of this deity. Assuming 
the rich guys are all good Muslims and give generously to the 
poor, isn’t this denigrating for the poor? I know if I become poor 
and don’t have food to eat I rather die than ask for help. Why 
would a sane god act so stupidly? 


Can you explain why this god of yours, whom you say knows 
the future and the past, needs to test people? Testing is to evaluate 
the abilities, aptitudes, skills, performance or qualities of an 
individual. Don’t you say you god know all these things? Then 
what is this test for? Thousands of innocent children suffer with 


hunger and die of malnutrition all over the world every day. Your 
god can end their misery, but he doesn’t. What are they being 
tested for? 


This is a ridiculous fallacy. But you use it to explain the 
injunctions of murder and violence in the Quran. You want us to 
understand that Allah can kill his critics, but he doesn’t because he 
wants his believers to do it so he can test them. Test them for 
what? Is becoming a murderer a requirements to get into Islamic 
paradise? 


You are an educated man. You’ve spent decades learning all 
the Islamic nonsense. If only you spend one minute thinking 
rationally you’d see these arguments that you use to defend Islam 
are baloney. Islam is a very idiotic religion. Any person with a 
little rational thinking can debunk it. 


I was challenged to a mubahila. I told this guy that this is 
ludicrous. He insisted that it works because it is in the Quran. If 
Allah had any power over me that time was the best time to kill 
me. But he couldn’t. He allowed Islam and his challenge of 
mubahila ridiculed and proven wrong. And I never heard from my 
opponent. I only hope he did not die. 


You believe your god can do miracles but he doesn’t do it 
because he wants to test us. I can say the same about a can of 
Coca Cola. If I claim that I am a prophet of a can of Coca Cola 
who is capable to destroy mankind if they don’t believe in me, but 
it doesn’t. Instead it tells me to kill those who oppose me, 
wouldn’t you say I am crazy and dangerous? Wouldn’t you lock 
me up as a threat to the society? Of course, you would and you 
should. Yet you have no problem believing in exact same 
ridiculous claim made up by the lunatic Muhammad. What is 
wrong with you? 


3 - I asked since Islam says sly the unbelievers why shouldn’t 
we the unbelievers, preempt and in self-defense and kill you 


Muslims before you can kill us. You responded that no one 
blames the kafirs for defending themselves and you added that 
Islam does not prescribe killing unbelievers indiscriminately. 


Well in that case why do you object when the western powers 
attack Muslim nations that harbor terrorists? But forget about 
what other countries do. Let us talk about our own country 
Iran. Mr. Ah-Nejad has repeatedly said that he wants to wipe 
Israel off the face of time and he is in the pursuit of nuclear 
bombs. Despite the denial of the regime the intention is clear to 
everyone. So I believe you should have no problem with Israel 
attacking Iran before Iran nukes her out of existence. 


Furthermore, there are many injunctions in the Quran to kill 
the infidels. The Sura Nine is all about killing anyone who does 
not submit to Islam or does not pay the jizya tax feeling 
humiliated and subdued. We Iranians posed no threat to Islam, 
but Muhammad sent a letter to our king giving the ultimatum to 
submit or face war. A few years later we were attacked. 


4 - I asked whether you can advise Satan a better way to 
destroy mankind than devising a false religion that instructs its 
followers to hate and kill the unbelievers. You said I would tell 
him to encourage people to be greedy and then said the 
proponents of the Golden Rule are greedy and that is why they 
have killed millions of people in the Middle East. 


It is clear that you don’t understand the Golden Rule. But we 
discussed that already. You are also wrong about greed. Greedy 
people have always existed and probably will always exist. 
However, most people are not greedy and in true democracies, 
where the opposition is strong, there are checks and balances 
and a greedy ruler does not have the power to do as he pleases. 
This can happen in our [ran and in other banana republics that 
are controlled by tyrants. 


When there are natural disasters anywhere in the world you 
can see the humanity of good people shining. They come out by 
millions and donate whatever they can, food, clothing, money 
and their time to help the affected people. This is less so in 
Islamic countries and that is a matter of statistics. It is not that 
Muslims don’t care about the misery of others, but because of 
their indoctrination they think giving money to advance Islam 
(jihad) is more important than to help other humans. 


You also never see an Islamic country helping a non-Muslim 
country that is hit by a natural disaster in any significant way. 
Why help those who don’t believe in Allah and his messenger? 
Muslims must slay the unbelievers wherever they find them not 
to help them. 


Israel is generally the first to come to help and the Israelis 
give most per capita than any other nation. Damn these Jews! 
They beat Muslims even in charity and good deeds. One 
wonders how these cousins of apes and rats excel Muslims in 
everything, and not just a little, but by thousands of times. Who 
knows! Maybe Muslims are the cousins of cockroaches. 


I too used to think that evil is caused by greed. It was when I 
read the Quran that I realized a lot of evil in the world is caused 
by evil beliefs. Good people do evil cheerfully when they are 
under the influence of an evil doctrine. 


Take the example of Hamza Kashgari, the 23 year old Saudi 
journalist. He wrote three tweets that Muslims thought is 
insulting their prophet. They were not insulting at all. Tens of 
thousands of Muslims demanded him to be killed. What these 
people want is sheer evil. How can so many people be so evil? It 
is not greed! It is Islam that has reduced them into monsters. 
Nothing is more evil than evil indoctrinations and that is why 
Islam is the number one evil in the world. 


Update: 2012/02/26 
Mr. Sina, 


As I stated before, I am not an inexperienced person when it 
comes to debating the opponents of Islam. With these arguments 
you may be able to deceive those who are less informed, but you 
can't deceive me. 


Resorting to fallacies and sophisms in debate often recurs when a 
person is left with no logical answers and is forced to resort to all 
sorts of sophism and fallacies so he can release himself from the 
grasp of his opponent. 


Another point is that your writings are so long, replete with 
repetitions, contradictions and errors that one has no desire reading 
them let alone for a beginner in the English like me to spend 
excessive time translating them. 


Any fair person, by reading your long responses to my simple 
questions will see your desperation to avoid responding. A lot of 
what you write is quite beautiful and poetic. But I am not here for a 
poetry contest. In some cased you have resorted to insults. This too 
makes me angry and forces me to retaliate in kind. 


The only thing that can solve the problem is logical arguments. 
But unfortunately your intense love for garrulity and preaching 
results in the loss of this crucial element in the pile of arguments 
that have nothing to do with the subject we are discussing. 


I asked, ‘can you prove that your way is correct?’ 


You answered, either truth does not exist or if it does it is 
unattainable. No one, whether a philosopher, a thinker, a prophet or 
a commoner can prove that his way is right, no one should follow 
another person and no one should impose his way on someone else. 
There is only one correct way and that is listening to ones one inner 
voice. 


Is my understanding correct? Please answer yes or no and if 
not please in a simple sentence explain your position. 


Mr. Farzad, 


Whether I am struggling for answers or it is you who can’t 
come up with one, is something for our readers to decide. If it 
makes you feel better to beat your chest, you may do so. My 
interest is to see truth exposed. 


I don’t think I am repeating myself too much. I do my best to 
explain my views clearly. If too much reading bores you, you may 
read and answer as much as you like. I like to answer to every 
point that my opponent raises. A question may be short, but 
sometimes the response my take volumes and sometimes a long 
question has only a word of affirmation or negation as response. 
Often, Muslims incorporate numerous fallacies in one sentence. I 
think it is important to refute them all. 


I am not interested in you Sir. I know you are part of the 
regime that kills my brothers and sisters. | know Islam is your 
source of income. It is not just your religion but also your business 
and career. You will deny the truth even if it hits you in the head. 
If you don’t’ you'll be in big trouble. Although I am debating with 
you, I am actually writing for many Muslims who want to know 
the truth. They want to read both sides of the argument in one 
page. 

Please also note that I did not insult you. I am quite aware that 
Muslims feel insulted when their faith is criticized. But I don’t 
apologize for that. I speak my mind and will use the proper words 
to describe Islam and its founder. I am not here to protect 
anyone’s feelings. My concern is the lives of the people that you 
Muslims destroy. Believe me; your feelings have no value in 
comparison to those precious lives. 


You are also free to say what you want about my beliefs. But if 
you insult my person, I will withdraw. When it comes to insults, I 
am no match to Muslims. That is not my turf. In that arena 


Muslims are champions. My specialty is logic, not personal 
attacks. 


As for your question, yes I think you got it more or less. 
However, I suggest you read what I wrote one more time before 
responding to it. That part is not long. If you are in doubt about 
what I actually say, you’ll not be able to answer properly and this 
will not look good on your overall performance. Remember that 
your job is not to convince me, but our readers. If you have 
difficulty to understand my English, I will reword it. 


Update 2012/02/26 


All my effort is to show you that your thoughts are not logical, 
rational and not even humane. Words such as raid, rape, plunder, 
massacre and pedophilia, etc. that are disgustingly repeated by 
you, are second and third hand concepts that cannot be resolved 
unless you reject my point. If you want to demolish my argument, 
you have to first strengthen your footstep and choose a concept 
that is free from error. Therefore, let us first see whether you can 
defend your own views or not. 


I have not yet begun to defend the principles and the beliefs of 
the Messenger of Mercy that you accuse me of using logical 
fallacies. I only reported the present situation. That is all. All I 
wanted to show is that any person who has a claim must follow 
this procedure and you are not an exception to this rule. 


Now let us analyze your claim. 


You said (1) truth either does not exist or (2) if it does, it can’t 
be attained, and (3) no one, including philosophers, thinkers, 
prophets, etc. can prove the correctness of his way. Therefore, (4) 
no one should follow someone else and (5) no one should impose 
his views on others. (6) There is only one secure way and that is 
for each person to listen to his own inner voice. 


Based on the first three claims, any idea presented by any person 
must be correct (even that of the Messenger of Mercy whom you 
attack constantly). In other words right and wrong have no meaning 
at all. Because based on your point 6 the only truth is the inner voice 
of the individual and each person has the right to trust his inner 
voice and in fact he has no other choice but to trust it. Because first 
there is no other way to understand the truth and second, following 
someone else is something that has to be shunned. 


In that case can you explain your prophetic conduct in this site? 
Why, despite inviting others to think for their own, there is so much 
lecturing, preaching and sermons in your writings? 


Are you among those who don’t walk their talk, or as we Persian 
say believe that death is good, but only for the neighbors? Please 
answer in one or two sentences. 


Are you bounded by your own principles and rules? You speak a 
lot about logic and reason, whereas these two concepts have no 
place in your thoughts and beliefs. What is your explanation? 


I will give my main answer after your reply and I hope it will be 
clear and short. 


Update 2012/02/26 
Mr. Farzad, 


You say you haven’t started the debate yet. Believe it or not 
this is it. You keep saying you will answer my questions only 
after we delineate the structure of the debate or after I explain to 
you my beliefs about the nature of truth or when this or that 
condition is satisfied. You are just beating around the bushes. 
This debate is about Muhammad. You claim that imprisoning 
people, abusing their human rights and killing them are 
acceptable because they are sanctioned by your god. We want 
to see the proof that your god is the real God and not Satan. 


What I believe and what I think about truth is irrelevant to our 
readers. No one is interested to know what Ali Sina thinks about 
truth and reality. They come here to learn the truth about Islam. So 
please don’t try to divert the subject. 


I have explained my views in the article I gave you in the link. 
But I am not asking people to believe in what I say. I may be 
wrong. 


Here is the gist of my epistemological thoughts. I believe that 
if there is a god, he/she/it must be infinite. Therefore, the divine 
truth must also be infinite. We humans are finite. All we can 
understand are some aspects of the truth. For example, let us say a 
group of people are standing at the foot of a tall mountain. They 
can’t see all of it and depending on their vantage point each 
person gets a different perspective of it. Likewise, it is impossible 
for one person to know the entire truth. Therefore, we should 
neither follow others nor try to impose our views on others. 
However, we can exchange our views and learn about this 
mountain more from those who have different perspectives of it. 


You say I am wrong. Maybe I am! I am not trying to convince 
anyone to believe in what I believe. I say each person has to find 
the truth on his own. Truth is a pathless land. Each person’s truth 
is good for himself. But he may be wrong. The point is to keep 
searching. This search must continue to the end of life. It is like 
knowledge. We can never gain all the knowledge. Knowledge is 
infinite. But we keep searching for it and keep learning more 
every day. 


Was Muhammad’s truth also right? Of course not! From his 
own perspective his truth was right because he was insane. This 
does not mean that what an insane person perceives as truth and is 
convinced of it is actually true. No one can claim to have found 
the whole truth. Anyone who makes that claim is a charlatan. It is 
like someone claiming to have learned all the knowledge of the 
universe. 


You say I am not logical at all and not even humane. Well, in 
that case you should have no difficulty to point out my errors and 
highlight my inhumanity. Don’t keep attacking me. Instead attack 
my arguments. 


This debate is not about Ali Sina and his thoughts. No one give 
a damn about my thoughts and no one should. If I ever solicit 
followers, you are most welcome to dissect and disprove my 
thoughts. Until them please let us stick to the subject. The subject 
of our debate is Muhammad and his claim, not Ali Sina. 


You are making a claim that Muhammad was a prophet. Based 
on that belief you also say some people who don’t contribute to 
the felicity of others, as defined by Islam, should be eliminated. 
Do you have any proof for this claim for which you are so eager to 
kill? 


You said that Muhammad made his claim to the people around 
him and showed them his evidence and they accepted it. But now 
you can’t produce that evidence. You just follow him because you 
think all those people who followed him could not have been 
wrong. I explained that your faith is based on a series of logical 
fallacies. Yes, it is possible for billions of people to be in error for 
many centuries. The intensity of their faith and their zealotry is 
not the proof of the validity of their belief either. 


As far as I can see, this debate is over. Instead of proving 
Muhammad’s claim, you want to prove my epistemology is 
wrong. Who cares? This is also a logical fallacy. It is called red 
herring. You want to divert the subject. Let us say I am wrong. 
Will you be any closer to prove Muhammad’s claim? There are 
many people who don’t believe in my philosophy. Can you 
address them and prove to them Muhammad’s claim? 


If you can’t follow this debate and have nothing else to add, 
maybe it is time to say goodbye. However, if you can show us the 
evidence that Muhammad was a prophet of God, I am all ears. If 


you want to continue, please focus on the question. The question 
is not about what I think. It is about giving evidence that 
Muhammad was a prophet of God and hence all these killings, 
rapes and raids, imprisonments and executions are justified. 


Update 01.03.2012 


The reason I am interested to understand your world view is to 
show you and the readers that the real reason for Ali Sina’s enmity 
with the Prophet (PBUH) is his world view. You wear dark eye- 
glasses and see everything about Islam and its prophet darkened. As 
long as I don’t remove these glasses from your eyes it is not possible 
to prove to you that the wisdom and the world view of the Last 
Prophet have a different color than what you see. For example, the 
reason Maulana Rumi, with all his greatness considers himself a 
slave of Muhammad (PBUH) and Ali Sina who according to his own 
admission is not an important person, attacks the Prophet so 
recklessly, is not proof of his understanding and knowledge and 
Rumi’s ignorance. The difference is the way these two look at 
things. I must know who my challenger is. The language I’d use to 
debate with a complete atheist is different from how I’d address a 
Christian or a Jew, etc. Therefore, you have to give me the right to 
know you first. 


You accuse me of wearing dark glasses when I view Islam. I 
could accuse you of wearing rose colored glasses when you view the 
same. It is obvious that we both are biased. This is normal in every 
religious discussion. Our goal is to shed light on the subject from 
both angles so that our readers can see it better. They can be 
atheists, or belong to any religion. You should expound the truth as 
you see it, irrespective of my beliefs. You want to convince the 
readers, not me. 


Your argument that Rumi, who was smarter than Ali Sina, was 
a believer is an argumentum ad verecundiam. Incidentally, 


Muhammad refuted this fallacy when he called the wise men of 
Mecca, fools and ignorant and credited the lowly slaves and 
youths for believing in him. Of course he was wrong, but his 
argument that one is not necessarily right if he is a learned person 
was valid. One should not automatically believe that eminent 
people know more. Rumi was a genius poet, but his understanding 
of spiritual world had many holes in it. Compared to Muhammad, 
he was a lot wiser but compared to today’s enlightened people, or 
even yesterday’s, such as Buddha, he was a confused man. Rumi 
also believed in Muhammad’s balderdash that God transformed 
the Jews into monkeys and pigs for breaking the law of Sabbath. 
And there are many more gross absurdities in his beliefs. But let 
us not digress. However, your argument that we see the world 
with different glasses is correct. The question is which are the 
right ones, the black ones that I wear or the rosy ones that the 
believers wear? We are here to decide that. 


Some of your beliefs are correct and some of them are incorrect 
and you have no way to prove them. It is correct that truth is 
infinite, but all the people don’t look at it from the same level and 
angle. (I remind you of the Indian parable of the elephant in the 
dark that is quoted by Rumi). If not for this, there would not have 
been so many different views among the people. How do you 
know that the prophet of God is not standing on the peak of this 
mountain and can view it in its entirety, whereas we are at the foot 
of that mountain with our limited views? There is no doubt that all 
the people are not in the same level of understanding. Some are 
lower and some are higher. We must strive to climb higher and 
increase our understanding and not pull those who are higher 
down and force them to view the world from our limited 
perspective. I am trying to show you this higher perspective. What 
this has to do with fallacies and sophism [of which you accuse 
me]? 


I agree that people have different understanding. An 
uneducated person has a much lesser understanding of science 
than a scientist. But this higher understanding must be demon- 
strated. One cannot simply claim to be the greatest scientist 
without any evidence. You claim that Muhammad was standing on 
the peak of the knowledge and hence could see things that are 
beyond our grasp. Where is the proof? He said a lot of things that 
are proven to be wrong. His views about the physical universe and 
science have been all incorrect. If he was so ignorant about this 
world, why should we believe his claims about the next? If 
someone claims to be the biggest scientific mind and can’t do a 
simple math, should we believe his outlandish claim? 


Here is the problem that I try to make you see, which you can’t 
because you wear those rose colored glasses when you view 
Muhammad. 


You said Muhammad was a mad man. My response is that yes 
he was, because his understanding was way superior to yours. If 
you remove your dark glasses and don’t use your own under- 
standing as the measure the problem will be solved. 


You just put our finger on the problem. You want me to not use 
my own understanding. Then whose understanding should I use? 
If we stop using our own understanding we become easy prey to 
any charlatan. God has given us understanding to use it. Each 
person has to use his or her own understanding. If there is going to 
be a day of reckoning, what excuses will you have in front of your 
creator when he asks, I gave you understanding so you can discern 
between truth and falsehood and distinguish good from evil, why 
did you not use it? Why did you believe in an impostor whose 
teachings were contrary to your understanding ? 


How will you answer Him? Will you tell him I did not trust the 
instrument you gave me and was not sure whether it works? If you 
don’t use your own understanding, what standard do you use to 
find the truth? 


Obviously you did not understand me correctly. I did not say 
you are not ensan, I said your thinking is not rational and not even 
ensani. In other words your thinking revolves around human. 


Ensan means human and ensani is humane. My translation is 
correct. However, if you meant humanist then the word in Persian 
is Ensan gara. And yes I am a humanist and I believe Man is the 
measure of all things. 


We know what Man is. In our essence we are all the same. We 
can use Man to measure all things human. If I give you the 
distance between two points in number of feet, you can under- 
stand, because the size of the foot in all humans is more or less the 
same. But if I give you this measure in God’s feet no one will 
understand, because no one knows the size of God’s foot. 


When I talk about human love, everyone understands me 
because we all feel love more or less in the same way. But when I 
talk about God’s love I am talking of something abstract. My 
speech becomes vague and incomprehensible. The same can be 
said about God’s wisdom, God’s knowledge, God’s justice, etc. 
Like god’s foot size all these attributes are imaginary and vague. 
Their use is deceptive. Therefore, Man must be the measure of all 
things human. Any other measure is vague. 


In your site you advise people that if they want to choose a 
religion they should follow a personal religion and if they want to 
marry they should not marry Muslims, etc. When I prove to you 


that your understanding is wrong and with no foundation I will 
answer you accordingly. 


You accused me of committing the fallacy of argumentum ad 
numerum. If this were the case I should have been a Christian 
because there are more Christians in the world than Muslims. Or 
at least I should have been a Sunni Muslim because they are four 
times more numerous than the Shiites. I also mentioned this in our 
earlier discussion a few months ago. However, accusing a large 
number of people of ignorance especially by someone who admits 
to be ignorant is not a claim that can be easily accepted. One of 
the reasons of my insistence in understanding the basis of your 
belief is to prove that you are not in the position to make such an 
accusation. 


If you have already accepted that argumentum ad numerum is a 
fallacy then we agree on something. Are you saying this logic 
becomes invalid when it comes to Muslims? I hope not! I have the 
right to say Muslims are wrong. Why I should not be in a position 
to make such claim? 


Acknowledging ones ignorance is the beginning of wisdom. 
The more you know the more you realize how little you know. 
Those who don’t admit their ignorance are in compound 
ignorance. 


From here on I will begin to prove my claims. 


If God did not exist or if He did not have a role in the world, 
there can be no meaning for Man either. By this I mean a being with 
greatness, with rights and especial privileges among other creatures. 
These privileges allow him to have rights over whatever there is in 
the world, take advantage of them and use them for his benefit and 
at his service. 


The question is : who has given Man this privilege? 


Is it correct to say that because Man has no rival he has claimed 
these privileges on his own and has positioned himself at the center 
of everything? Or has this specialism and uniqueness been bestowed 
upon him by someone else? 


Those who believe in humanism have no other option but to pick 
the former hypothesis. Theists on the other hand believe this 
privilege is given to man by God. “And surely We have honored the 
children of Adam, and We carry them in the land and the sea, and 
We have given them of the good things, and We have made them to 
excel by an appropriate excellence over most of those whom We 
have created. (Q. 17: 70) 


Why based on the humanists’ premise such a person does not 
exist at all and humanity has no meaning? 


Because according to all humanists, even if God exists, Man is 
not created intentionally, but his creation is accidental. They believe 
that living began as bacteria and Man is also the product of accident 
and not an intelligent design. And Man’s faculties that allow him to 
excel over other creatures are rooted in nature, meaning, no creature 
is better than the other. Man is placed at the same level of other 
animals such as donkeys, cattle and horses. Man is an animal with 
special characteristics, just as dog has its own unique characteristics. 


Putting God out of the picture will render even concepts such 
as father, mother, sister, brother, friend and foe meaningless. We 
become a part of the nature and these words mean nothing. 


Humans are seen as blades of grass that grow in the pasture of 
nature and then die and perish. It makes no difference whether 
they are squished under the feet of an elephant or grow under the 
shade of a tree and survive for a season as they will eventually die 
and perish. 


Ali Sina says that this blade of grass is great without having 
any root in God and since from this perspective, Mans greatness is 
sometimes ignored by Islam then Islam must be false. 


Now the question is which greatness and which rights? If you can 
prove this greatness in a logical way, without resorting to 
emotionalism and sentimentalism, in a way that would make the 
alternative explanation impossible, you win and the claim of 
Muhammad (PBUH) is false. 


But if you can’t prove this greatness in Man is innate or natural, 
we have to attribute it to the God that has excelled him over other 
creatures and has given him special rights and privileges. 


I look forward so you can prove your own self as a special 
human. 


The answer to this question is not in theology. Science has 
already provided the answer. Man is the result of 4 billion years of 
evolution. Intelligent man is about 40,000 years old and as a 
civilized creature he is barely 4,000 (approximately) years old. 
That is when we started hearing about God for the first time. Life 
in this planet is 100,000 times older than us and 1,000,000 times 
older than our civilization. Where was God all this time? 


We don’t excel over other creatures. We are smarter and have a 
rational brain that they don’t have. They have faculties that we 
don’t have. They can see better, run faster or see hidden objects 
with sonar waves, etc. Kookoo chick hatches in surrogate nests 
and then travels over a thousand mile to find her parents. We 
humans can’t even comprehend that. Most animals sense pending 
natural disasters. We don’t. Because of our larger brain we have 
positioned ourselves at the top of the food chain. It is very clear 
why we dominate other animals. We are smarter. And the reason 
we are smarter is because of our evolution. I don’t have to prove 
this because this is a fact. You claim that we excel other animals 
because of God. This is not true because first you have to define in 
what ways we excel. Dogs excel humans in smelling. Eagles excel 
humans in sight. We only excel in intelligence. Each creature has 
developed faculties that allow it to survive best. This does not 


need any proof because it is self-evident. It is you who have to 
prove that this presumed “excellence” in humans is bestowed by 
an alleged god. You can’t even prove the existence of that god. 
You back up one fallacy with another. 


However, this subject is red herring. I don’t want you to prove 
to me the existence of God. Let us agree that God exists and he 
has created man and has made him excel over other creatures, just 
as you say. What this has to do with Muhammad? I want you to 
prove that Muhammad was a prophet of this god of whom you talk 
about. 


Let us assume God exists. This God must be, knowing, 
merciful, forgiving with all the divine attributes that we expect 
from a real god, which are basically our own good attributes. His 
messenger must exemplify those attributes. But Muhammad did 
not evince any such qualities. He was a ruthless man. He raided, 
looted, raped and massacred innocent people. What he did was not 
godly. He acted like a thug not like a holy man. Please let us not 
digress from the subject and answer the question I ask you in 
every post. What is your proof that Muhammad was a prophet of 
God? 


Can you answer this question without going tangent and 
beating around the bushes? 


Updated 2-3-2012 
oa Sy pls phi Cty ceulen! pueal og pw Sy pd dw) os pai dy aden) is 
coo o shi! [gif 4s AS Hund (1183 _j gid 1) 90 din 0) cod So ji ad dy _yhuw b 

an 

9 p64 098 La ty Ai gtd AS Cul Cpl AS oe ple 48 ub OV) gw j) 
9 pehegd Le tw yy gi jl lad 9 ail WS a glia Ja) _9 pteld 2 03d Sp 
thai a Sst pi 8 4 249 jeans Uj) pt _g pd Ge tld si dy dS 8 
cs)as 44 olga da Sou ging) g Le diwily cals py gf cola o j gal 48 (59) ol Cle)/ 


fo/d d/o 165 


4 9 A SG (lisa! coh cpa dy si 4S co) Alea g oi) 4 (p0 AS cet Soe | a LI 
Sod gti (piabre py) 1 KLoc 
cle cs Kn hes 9 Sle da ay Ri lS dy Ly ah Sho 9 apd Le SI 
Fo j)d Dom g Cada yd y 
grrr ced ea ie) eee eee eee ae ee ee 
Jp ge C1 phd 4s put Gl jl a Dll 5 GLE Gb ples 9 48 pig WL 5 aed 
9 6st (ylui! dium py gle Cubl j) 6 ath LE ble AS Casi og je 
Deh 9 48 cla jai poles! po 509 Cort 9 Sp Claw! Cu paw g dole pad 6 phd 
coh Cptin jl cat 1 gua dy jai GL) gia Ai 4S 9 ld Age gy AS gs ulus] 
dil pa. oat Sy) cy iS Li Mai) jf lgilwil ala jhe 0 48 ole jis jl 
Ui 4 go sede dada si Cuulgi/ ad Cp S pide 9 Cf Jas” Guy plained y ,le 
cd hr Lola! jai cy giS) 9 ota ADEE 9 ylail y5 i) cal j OS Cig 48 lei 
Jas Jeng py cpe ahae hY9 j) Ky 9 Cus! od pti ila 44 oly beri DG yy) olKae 
9 cot 9h Ol 4 4S ili ja ag § 99 OI Cplai Gullo 5 AIS Cue Cyl du da siete 
chp ly JS gS 8) [Bl ab sags ba cgay Ceol Lid pS op co 
gi M/s da gi ate (pad j/ 8 4a) h Le _j/ lad 48 C5) guj) 9S pb ty 
S pags s lie shui! cs si 4s Cpe Re 48 Cel ily Mp Cpl sla Cus 9 eS 
cai get 9 Cel 52 gali_g taut Ol cole til 48 lid dy Ly aed Ln ary oli 
Ld la co ps cpo jf 9S lel cuS 98) 48 9 gi Cl cola LI Kea WS pista 9 lai 
LAS wy I gl sles I esbl gj plat Cus Cpad _j/ oaldius/ 
48 23) 8 Leo! 
ails (go jin dad lies 9 Sle |) (ylruil _ suid | Kibwil _jus dad Lo cy ga 
aril ais! gl plies 9 Sle g ad o yl) ja ww Lol tila (oe (lui! o yl) Ly 
Cuil agate of pg la lize dad 4, 
a 
Lo dad Fig po da cS pits us G/L Le CAG Lo! Cue! pers DLoLS py 4s 
col 4 dl Csi 9S Cyl jl aly Staal agate 4S CG paces es Li) $d AS a iS (2 pn 
esl la dS Cpald (Lui! il pic 4s Ly Ags sil sig GI 4S 0 Mou Cy! Gil pa 
48 2) odd Qa ga iS li! Su! Aral 


Cul ola cowl Mp Cyl 4g ale 0b Cosi elvis 99 Sow Col loa, 
Cul LolSG_j/ bu aye lea dati lui, le jy) jd Cpa 2 pte ria 9a (Lui! 
ae Usb lw 51 ja lg 1 9da po Cplaiie 15a 90 Sy jl pic 419 Ay) pac 
Sue Si jail ole jue as 0 yl ya ly cypts sl y 48 (cile j Cb yes 4 
Le pda jf 5 Cawe hr cy silts Ky 9 dp) Le jl 5 Gane bj) jdtes o haw ip! 
$9 93 LaS [as Aide cpl pb alai 2 
Hs 
od gets dg Cul slg col j) be Lscag po glad 4S YI) 08 S si gal 6 Lal 
dal pai lhe 5 jlej — ilaa bg Lins on Loe plu jl eld pia ile j 
Cuil gage, og tre 4S Curls yt cout jlilre La jLbre jf 50 leit be pte j 
OS ps ay) AG) aud 98 Ly Gl ali 4S Koa glad fui Ky 9) eal 
aul otha Ly lei dg lglg abl dad og paw Sle Ly cst Spl _g Cul, SI 
gp Lo ts til chic Ls Lipsy 2) Ris Le ty Lo da phate col yg _j/ liad oA (iI om 9 
Aptis 18/55 yLalg SLs, 


(Se rad 


Cl ga go 9X9 jl i ig Ly yluuil cy ga 48 Cu! Cy! Lad 6 pa dels 
Ui ais (3 Dla Ly _ Kd oti j pn ge lpi gilio dil jig y 1) chm g Cul JRin yLlaws ep 
BS yyw Ly sh aS co i OD col py Nad Ay JD) 5 2h pale Bb Les si ys 
oe ati lini) 
C9 
ose cpibaia Olea C9 cols ay) oti (0 _) pliie da gle Lui 4S a lai Kut po 
Kia 6 5) oe 9) [ell ad Le tn alee Cytia a od) gine ay dita of 
tal SS 0 ily gliee gd elAd 9 Dll 9 ot Ct eel iw Laisl ys Ly 
dill 48 £45 G a jlo ploles i ye Kia 6 p90 Ny Cpl ail cai Dla! Cpe «ual 0.1 9S 
sly se pisd 9 pS 40d Cy! Guild aga g 948 La vil id ilo 0 due 
PRE OS 2 So Lil 4s 45 Ria cy pild glad) a gsi din i bl 
we is 


cee iS 50 ANSI os ty pin Ly il Ka bg salad ps AS AMAT (il ala 
cotta SelS5 Aig) Cd ca dy YI g Cal cyleail col yy eolel IS Cnip Aon y CLI oy 
iS ogo CL Ly plea! 2.9) pita’ 9 Ug if Cul ond lui! jie oad Sy jy Cel 
Ly ol dss Siegel Si AS pghiles Le 48 a lo MEE da Led Gin pull _p 


9 Ly Epo lari 6S cla lS ye Dlg 0S ly ys ph aR GS ys sly 
Ci wee got pw ly lgil ad dey ais ley Ly 29h le sind ad cs! dui Spa ais 
AS odds gl dy ght gure (pin Cul pi) jy Lui! _jeo 4b) C4 pu Li aif 
SH! otai Ait gi ci gilF Cin Cre olaS 99 £2 gait 0d 9d 
AKisl j) ile 38 asa gS 0 Lil lS cyl aie py LL cj sili ty abi) ob 4) 
coll pa! Csilarte cost oot cy gil 45 ya ably yb als 4S Coal oo jun cy pil 
aa Lind AS silty awS la pS) pies Cul SS) dive gi tin aa) lei 9 2 jai 
Frid) (0 Aldi) 4a 2 js Ly ad_po jl stl j Le _g dew y craig! dy coal ia Cy ilf 
Cul pila! 9 Fs) Lat ty j/ 48 ole jis pls Cul) pbriras, 
4S 24) 0.9 JS 0 lil 


CH ga go pula yy Ly gf _g ode pil Ly Glas! fA! Yor go 03 atiS Uo 8 aly 
ple 9 A) 9 tule ai ple tore ts Shit j/ ta & pace po Cyl Hus! old os sip 
cot Cras glo yl po dS Cul ds prolyy of 1S ALi) Lat atl ss 20 (ye £2) 
Hs 

al otha Ly Spx cpp! il om cel Coy lad 99 tS (o0 Cs 4S) Jas 57 
da US oo Cpe AS Cults Cyl a8 g Cy) auily os Aral pS cyliuil 44 9 ail 1 ga go 
Cunics jis ta 9 Cul O18) os jis, Cy sil Ga _9 Cults Cpil sf oo pre lei yun) 
2) og p38, SI shunas 03d La 4s 1S Cyad 4S oS 9) 9 ag bowls 4 Le Ab 
Cle UB 5 A pte tit dbl 9 1 pd) plo dy Lol apiS (20 Sp) 1) (1S) Li jn 
4s jl 48 Sula 9 apis J 8 34s ald 48 Aud 2d coy) pe ay jlo 48 (eal 
HAS AIS (ge aha Clie g Cul og 9 pee (lawl _ JOS Cy Abowd s I pic 41 (5) 9a 90 
ies Ga iG 9S) 48 aS oe! cylaail 4 Ly 9S Creal Cyl pf Cus! Gaal y [as 

Cubly sal od( Vg Ceti ts Guten US Le) of wh 15 
CG) jaee po gle alu 5 A 5 dule ai) le tore wos Chy ) Obi csp 
Leni AS ld pw 94S chi tg Pp U9 2 ge dh sleds GL esl ys 5 
AWS (oo Kawai gil dy prob oo jnee_y dibti ctenw! ode! 4y yh) Spid diw Ci) gic 44 
MS 315 NID C9 85 WEL 4S 04S lel of ipa alld july $a if glee! 
[iS COGS) 45 [pda slat id aie Gud elu 82) _ ye Cb jl oh Cyl SI 

sith 0 li) ileal Cy! yo 4) ya 9g Jas, 

fy cilzaBlT ol if ay ge _gd Lad fl ole tin Cony 99 cciual othes ylews cf sisal 
SI Alda 93 9 2d I 5a C10 _9 BS Spe po _jf Gre lig Gy IS j oy 


C16 tl gs jdgs 0dii§ tele j/ yi AS atti i Kaw ja dy clon Lad Ci pb 
radtYor i) 44) lati A cyl rsi§ i SLi oy) 8 3 Ly og Xai! " i155 aui/ gis Lad 38) 
aut 18/55 dal go, 


poles ails poly Cully) Sb) p hae hb fri stat & pata se Cp! _y 0 9 Dle 
Lil yy ce 9h AUVs Kaw _g Ipine Ce 9) i) ge pies Cul aly A)» ule ail 


Jyld Cras & gue ga 


Update: 3-3-2012 

Great! It looks like in many basic principles we have the same 
views or are close. There are discrepancies in a few topics that I 
will point them out. 


One of your main arguments is that God has given us under- 
standing. You say we are responsible to God to use our under- 
standing. You asked if we don’t use our own understanding what 
we Shall use to find the truth. 


This is a good question and is one of the main differences 
between our positions. 


The inner understanding that in the Quran is referred to 
as  4{nature) is not deniable and it is one of the prominent 
human faculties. Man can sense good and evil in his nature, 
essence and core because of the needs that lie within him. Even 
animals are endowed with that faculty, albeit at a much primitive 
level. 


A concept that is commonly understood by all humans from 
early on is the concept of God. Despite all the efforts, of past and 
present to erase the belief in God, it has survived. One of my 
strong evidences in the existence of God is this very ubiquity of 
the belief in Him. 


Ignoring this universal sense and precluding it in understanding 
of what we define as good and evil will most certainly lead us 


astray. Therefore, if there is a Judgment Day one of the questions 
that God will ask us will be this very omission. He will certainly 
ask, didn’t I give you understanding? Then why did you 
preoccupy yourself with a transient and ephemeral world that does 
not benefit you? Why you did not investigate the claim of the one 
who claimed to bring you my news? 


You claim that all humans universally understand the concept 
of God and therefore this is one reason of the existence of 
God. This is not true. Your premise is false. Many cultures, such 
as Chinese and Japanese evolved without having any idea about 
God. Many other cultures such as Africans believed in different 
forms of animism. Others, such as Indians, worshipped multiple 
deities who had little in common with the gods that were 
worshipped in the Middle East. The God of the Bible and the God 
of Muhammad are gods of desert. Today, thanks to Christian and 
Muslim proselytism these two gods are accepted by a large 
number of people. But still there are many, such as yours truly, 
who has no belief in any god. The belief in God must be 
indoctrinated. It does not occur naturally in humans. Your premise 
is false. This 1s petitio principii fallacy. 

You then conclude that if there is a Judgment Day, God will 
ask why you did no use your understanding to realize that your 
world is ephemeral and did not listen to the one who claimed to 
have my news. 


This logic is typical fallacy of circular reasoning. I can see this 
world. Where is the evidence of the next? Why should I believe in 
the invisible and unconfirmed and even illogical world that 
Muhammad described and not believe in the world described by 
Lemuel Gulliver where he claimed he have travelled and saw finer 
size people? Unless you provide an evidence of Muhammad’s next 
world, it is a fantasy. No sane God would send people to hell for 
not believing in a fantasy. 


Then you say God will question me for not using my intelli- 
gence to believe in Muhammad who claimed to be his prophet. I 
believed in Muhammad when I was not using my intelligence. I 
stopped believing in him when I used my intelligence. It was 
through my intelligence that I realized this man was mentally sick, 
a charlatan impostor and not a prophet of God. I have shown his 
crimes, his blunders and his moral depravity as evidence that he 
was not a prophet of God. Give me one evidence that he was. 
This debate is becoming prolonged and you beat around the bush 
while you have not answered this question. 


There is not a day that a loon does not claim to be a messenger 
of God. Why should we investigate their claims? They are all liars 
because God is not stupid to send messages like that. If God 
wanted to send messages to humans he would make himself 
known to them. If all those millions of other claimants who have 
no proof for their claims are liars why Muhammad should be 
different? He too has no proof for his claim. In addition he was 
more evil. 


Now I don’t say you should not believe in the next world or in 
Muhammad’s. You are free to believe in anything that makes you 
happy. But you are not free to kill those who don’t believe in your 
fantasy. 


People with understanding and reason don’t believe in 
unsubstantiated claims and fairy tales. Gullible people do. And I 
don’t mind it. What I mind is when they want to kill others, or as 
you put it, hasten their passage from this word to that imaginary 
world. 


You said you are a humanist and regard man as the measure of 
all things. 


Alright! This is perfectly natural. However, what shall we do 
about that universal feeling about God? We all feel that He 1s. 


Should we ignore that inner call just because it is incomprehensible/ 
non clear? 


This is another fallacy. That feeling is not universal. I have no 
such delusions whatsoever. Once upon a time I too believed in 
that boogeyman in the sky but not anymore. If you feel it, you are 
free to believe. But don’t assume everyone does and don’t try to 
impose it on others. I have the right not to believe too. You can 
believe in a stone, but don’t throw it at me. You can parrot as 
much as you like about the Golden Rule but as long as you don’t 
understand that my rights to not believe are just as sacred as yours 
to believe you have no understanding of this rule. A person who 
does not understand the Golden Rule and does not apply it is not 
an evolved human. He or she is a sub-human whose consciousness 
is still lingering in the animal kingdom. Muhammad was one such 
person and so are his benighted followers. 


You said humans are the result of evolution and ask where was 
God all this time when we were not evolved yet to be called 
human. 


You seem to have forgotten that our hypothetical God is eternal 
and. Time out of our planet is meaningless. We measure time by 
counting the revolution of the earth around one of the billions of 
stars that we call sun. If some intelligent creatures viewed us from 
outside our solar system, they will certainly laugh at us. 


And what this has to do with my question? I asked where God 
was for billions of years when we humans were still living in 
animal kingdom. Your response that time is measured by the 
revolution of the earth and that the ETs think humans are funny 
creatures has nothing to do with my question. 


I asked why Man excels over other creatures and can dominate 
them. Isn’t this proof that God has given his virtues and superior 
faculties? You wrote that our superiority to animals has scientific 
reasons explainable through evolution and there is no need to drag 
God into the picture. 


I have no doubt that you correctly understood me. However, 
since you could not find a logical answer, you were forced to give 
this answer. Perhaps thanks to years of alienation from your Islamic 
culture you have forgotten the meaning of the word /Swhich 
means to be noble and virtuous. I don’t know whether this word has 
an equivalent in the western lexicon. I doubt it has because if they 
had any understanding of it, there would not be so much killing and 
massacre just for filling their bellies Gust like the law of Jungle that 
you mentioned). 


Yes these words exist in western languages and the westerners 
understand them a lot better than Muslims. They seek honor in 
honesty and in integrity in their belief and action. They seek 
nobility in exalted moral and mental character and in excellence. 
Unlike Muslims, their honor and dignity does not hinge on what 
their women wear or do, but in how they conduct themselves. 
They don’t beat or kill their daughters for talking to a boy or for 
revealing her hair to strangers. 


And as far as killings, please pull your head out of the sands 
and look around yourself. Nine out of ten conflicts worldwide 
involve Muslims, while they comprise only one fifth of humanity. 
This means that Muslims, as a group, are a whopping 36 times 
more likely to resort to violence than others. Our Iran that is ruled 
by religious people like you has the highest political prisoners per 
capita in the world and highest execution per capital. These are the 
only shameful records Iran holds in the world community. 


The Islamic regime in Iran is about to execute Youcef 
Nadarkhani, an innocent man, a father of small children because 


he has changed his religion to Christianity and you have the 
chutzpa to talk to me about nobility? These acts of barbarity 
ranks Muslims lower than beasts. What nobility are you talking 
about? It is you who does not know the meaning of this word. 


Mr. Sina, 


Whatever is your definition of ethics that you accuse others of 
lacking it prove the necessity of the existence of many virtues in 
humans. Otherwise, if evolution were the only cause for growth of 
human brain, Man would have been smarter, but without virtues, 
ethics and morality. Based on your reasoning, why should we not 
be like animals, and just as we kill and eat beef and lamb and 
chickens, raise also other humans, then slaughter them and 
consume them? Is the fact that humans have larger brains reason 
enough not to cannibalize them? Where in the nature it says not to 
eat your kind? 


Most certainly, you will bring in the Golden Rule to refute my 
argument, ignoring the fact that a law must be inviolable, whereas 
the Golden Rule is not binding. It is nothing but a mere 
suggestion. If someone knows for certainty that he can steal and 
get away with it, why should he follow the Golden Rule? The 
same can be said about other things that in your view are 
unethical. 


You are making many baseless claims without substantiating 
them. You say that humans are not ethical or moral by nature, but 
instinctively evil and it is only through the fear of retribution that 
they can behave ethically. 


This claim is_ false _ scientifically. Psychological studies 
performed on infants, show that the sense of justice and the grasp 
of good and bad exist in children, less than one year old. Even 
babies understand crime and think it deserves punishment. 


This is the sad thing about Muslims. They don’t read. Muslims 
are as a whole unread and ignorant. Instead of searching the truth 
in labs and in experiments they rehash the absurdities of the 
ancient people. 


Yes, morality is innate in humans. Your understanding of 
human nature is based on your Islamic indoctrination. Islamic 
indoctrination stems from the mind of Muhammad who was a 
narcissist. Narcissists have a distorted understanding of human 
nature. They think others are also like them. A narcissist breaks 
the rules if he thinks he won’t be caught. The only thing that stops 
a narcissist from breaking laws is fear of being caught. Islam is a 
fear based religion. It is because its founder was a narcissist. 


Many years ago I had a talk with a young Muslim. He told me 
basically what you are saying. He said if it were not for the fear of 
God nothing would stop a person to fornicate with his mother. I 
asked him whether he lusted after his mother and whether his 
belief in Islam is the only thing that stops him from jumping into 
bed with her. Do you see the absurdity of this reasoning? You say 
if it were not for religion and the fear of retribution nothing would 
stop people from stealing, committing all sorts of crimes and even 
cannibalizing each other. Will you do these things if you did not 
believe in God? 


More and more people are becoming vegan because they think 
it is unethical to abuse or kill another creature when we can easily 
survive by eating fruits and vegetables. These people prove that 
there are many with higher consciousness who do the right thing 
because it is right and not because of fear of retribution. 
Muhammad was a very sick man and his ummah is also sick. 
Islam brings humans at the lowest level of consciousness — the 
consciousness of a psychopath. 


Why an educated person such as you should utter this much 
nonsense? It is because instead of using your brain you get your 


inspiration from the brain of a mentally sick Arab of the seventh 
century. You babble nonsense because you follow a mad man. 


Good people, whether theist or atheist, do good things and evil 
people do evil things. But for good people to do evil you need 
religion. Killing another human being is the ultimate evil. Killing 
someone for his belief is even worse than cannibalism. At least the 
cannibal kills someone else to survive. But Muslims kill countless 
others for a lie. You see no problem in killing apostates like me or 
Yucef Nadarkhani. Why would an educated man like you condone 
such insanity? It is because when sane people follow insane 
people they act insanely. 


Your faith is a lie. That is okay. Most faiths are lies. The 
problem with Islam is that you kill others because of this lie. 


You asked me to prove that Muhammad (pbuh) was a prophet 
of God. If you had paid attention I have already answered this 
question in my previous post. If God exists and he is the one who 
makes humans virtuous, making him excel of other animals, then 
it is God that decides what things are moral and what things are 
not. Man is nothing but the executor of Gods laws and he cannot 
make laws. 


Yes, It is thanks to this very understanding that God has given 
us we can understand many details of morality, but certainly 
because of our limited knowledge and our imperfection we cannot 
grasp many other facts about morality. And it is here that we see 
the need of an intermediary between God and Man. Therefore, 
logically, it is incumbent on God to announce his laws through a 
human. If he doesn’t he can’t blame and punish us. “dnd WE shall 
never punish until WE have sent a Messenger.” (Q. 17:15) 


What a twisted logic? So God sends messengers in order 
to punish those who don’t believe? Your God is also insane. It is 


because he too is the figment of a sick mind. This whole notion of 
God creating mankind and punishing them is idiotic. If you use 
your brain for one minute rationally you will see it is utterly 
stupid. 

I discussed these points with an educated Muslim about 13 
years ago. He was a strong believer but a good man. We 
discussed a lot. He stopped talking to me and left in anger. But I 
had sown in him the seed of doubt. Many years later he left Islam. 
Recently he wrote to me and thanked me. This made me very 
happy. Since he was a teacher in an Islamic school, he lost his 
job. He lost also his friends. But he found the truth and his soul. 
Please listen to his impeccable logic about why the belief in the 
kind of God you believe is insane. 


To prove that the Muhammad (PBUH) is the prophet of God, 
there are many miracles in the Sira and the Quran which prove 
that claim and that is the same Sira that you use as evidence to 
attack him. The Quran says, “Will they not then ponder on the 
Qur’an? If it had been from other than Allah they would have 
found therein much incongruity.” (Q. 4:82) 


Presenting miracles attributed to Muhammad in the Sira as 
evidence is a fallacy. Those stories are all false. Muhammad 
denied being able to perform miracles. He said, “J am only a 
man” (Q. 17: 93) “And the Unbelievers say: “Why is not a sign 
sent down to him from his Lord?” But thou art truly a warner, and 
to every people a guide.” (Q. 13: 07). In the article, ‘Did 
Muhammad Perform Miracles’, I have proven that he didn’t, 
according to the Quran. 


As for the verse 4:82 that challenges anyone to find an error in 
the Quran, there are over a thousand of them. Look at this site for 
a list of them http://1000mistakes.com/ 


The evidences are many. A few months ago you asked me about 
two of these contradictions and I responded, but you did not reply 
and I did not hear anything from you other than silence, which is 
proof that my reply was convincing. If you can prove the 
contradictions of the Quran then we can’t attribute that book to God 
and therefore proving that Muhammad was a messenger of God 
becomes difficult. 


In addition, by its style and by its content the Quran is evidence 
of that the Prophet (PBUH) was a prophet of God. 


If I did not respond to you, it does not mean you won and I 
could not answer you. I simply ignored you because debating in 
two languages is not useful to my site, where most of the readers 
are English speakers. This time we agreed to translate each-other’s 
responses. I am the only one who is doing it. This is time 
consuming and tedious. 


I’d like to end this debate. You are repeating yourself. You 
have not provided a single logical proof that Muhammad was a 
prophet of God. Your evidences are logical fallacies as I have 
pointed them out. I did not start this debate hoping that you’d see 
the light and leave Islam. I wanted this debate as evidence that no 
one, whether Sunni or Shiite has any evidence for his belief in 
Islam and that his religion is entirely based on logical fallacies, 
and sheer lies. | have achieved my objective and I bade you fair 
well. 


Update: 5-3-2012 
Mr. Sina, 
I did not come here to argue. 


I have three points that have remained unanswered. Your long 
replies have not been able to refute them. 


The first is about the source of karamat <+/»Sn humans. You 
diverted the discussion and instead talked about the innate origin of 
morality in humans and how they are manifest in babies. This 
concept that nature is the source of morality, not only does not help 
you, it works actually against you as it puts human morality at the 
same level of animal faculties, devaluing it to the level of the dogs 
olfactory and the eagle’s vision. 


The following is a summary that shows the correctness of my 
argument and the incorrectness of yours. 


1- Everyone, whether theist or atheist senses that Man is superior 
to animals and this superiority is not due to the size of his brain or 
his other natural characteristics. Nothing in nature is superior to 
something else, because no one and nothing has any role in attaining 
his or its attributes. 


2- Only a superior being can take Man’s hand and place him on 
the higher rank of humanness and make him excel over other 
creatures. That being can’t be any other but God. If not God then 
please let me know who. 


3- Among all the presumed gods, only the god of the Quran can 
be defended logically and rationally and this proves that Muhammad 
(PBUH) was the true messenger of God. 


4 - Whether the above reasoning is complete or whether it has 
holes in it, it leaves no room for your belief because you agree that 
Man is endowed with </)Sbut you can’t prove its source. 


Second Point: 


You claim that you adhere to the Golden Rule. The Golden 
Rule says don’t insult others so they don’t insult you. But 
unfortunately all your writings, including your last one in my 
response were filled with insults and curses. This alone is enough 
to prove that the advocates of the Golden Rule are a bunch of con 
artists who by championing the cause of the Golden Rule want to 
inflict on others all sorts of calamities 


Third Points 


If you remember, in our previous discussion in regards to the 
contradictions in the Quran you came along very defiantly and 
when I replied to your questions, you withdrew from the scene. I 
wouldn’t be surprised if you do the same this time too. I 
recommend instead of riding over the waves of emotions, which 
can only convince children, to use the weapon of reason and logic 
so you can strongly defend your position. 


Mr. Farzad, 


You keep asking about the source of “4S. You have to first 
define what you mean by it. I translated it as nobility. And I 
explained that what makes humans dominant over other animals is 
our superior brain. We have a better tool for thinking. Then you 
argued that one can be very intelligent person and still act like a 
beast. That is very true. Germans were very smart people and still 
they acted worse than beasts when they allowed themselves to be 
deceived by Hitler. The same is true about Muslims. Muslims are 
no less smart than other people and yet they are very savage 
people. This is not an insult. Just look at this video. Muslims have 
been doing these barbarities since the time of Muhammad. 


Your friends in the regime in Iran rape virgins before executing 
them. This is because in your belief virgins don’t go to hell and to 
free the hands of God so he can send these innocent girls to hell 
they are raped the night before their execution. I am sure you have 
a very convincing explanation for that too. Actually I know your 
explanation. You will probably say that they are not raped but 
forcefully married to the prison guards and a box of sweets is 
always sent to their families to celebrate that happy occasion. It 
may be hard for the world to comprehend, but this is the karamat 
(dignity) of the Shiite Muslims. No one can beat Shiites in 
depravity, not even the Sunnis. 


What is this “4 Syou are talking about Mr. Farzad? When 
Muslims act according to Islam they become worse than animals. 
Please explain what your definition of «I_Sis. 


Man is ethical naturally. Just as apple is sweet naturally, but 
apple can become sour if something goes wrong (lack of sunshine, 
bad soil, draught, etc.), when humans are abused or brainwashed 
with doctrines of hate, they will lose their goodness and can 
become monsters. (This is what happened to Muhammad. For 
more explanation, read my book, Understanding Muhammad). 


Like all our other faculties human ethics, his nobility and 
dignity are products of evolution. Just as parental love is a 
necessity for the survival of a species, so is human ethics. 
Physically, we are weak creatures. We can’t survive on our own. 
We need the support of other humans, our family, our tribe and 
now the entire humanity, to survive. This very computer we are 
using to communicate is the fruit of the effort of other people from 
all over the world. Since our survival depends on others, we have 
evolved a set of precepts that lubricate our interaction. These 
precepts are innate. Even babies understand the concepts of justice 
and fairness. 


You say this faculty is God given. Not so! It has evolved 
gradually and it is still evolving. Human consciousness is 
expanding. There is no doubt that western societies are ethically 
more evolved than Islamic societies. The western nations wrote 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Muslims have 
difficulty subscribing to it. They can’t accept the freedom of faith 
that is so intrinsic part of our human rights. They can’t accept 
equality of genders because it goes against the misogyny of the 
Quran. 


You make fallacious claims without any attempt to substantiate 
them. You say only a superior being can lift man and make him 
excel over other animals or, as you put it, give him karamat. What 
is this karamat you are talking about? According to your reasoning 


Muslims must have more karamat than those who reject Islam. 
Then why Muslims as a whole are more savages compared to 
others? Why they commit so many violence and violations of 
human rights? 


You claim among all the presumed gods, only the god of the 
Quran can be defended logically and rationally. What is logical 
and rational about Allah? It is the most asinine definition of 
God. Allah, like his inventor, is a narcissist. How can the creator 
of the universe suffer from a mental disorder? Please see this, 
http://alisina.org/what-is-god/ 


You say whether your reasoning is right or not it leaves no 
room for my reasoning because I (Ali) agree that Man has karamat 
but I can’t prove the source of it. 


This is called straw man fallacy. I don’t even understand your 
definition of karamat let alone agreeing that it is God given. I 
know human ethics, his nobility and his dignity, as well as all his 
virtues are evolutionary necessities. They are not handed down by 
any god. They have evolved along with our psychological 
evolution. 


Then you say my articles are full of insults and conclude that 
proponents of the Golden Rule are con artists who want to bring 
calamity to mankind. 


First of all criticizing a doctrine, calling it savagery and stupid 
is not insult. We say the same things about Nazism or other 
diabolic creeds. A religion that demands killing its detractors and 
prescribes rape should not be respected. If what I say is not true, 
you can prove them wrong. Also, you are free to attack my beliefs. 
Beliefs don’t need protection. If they can’t be defended they must 
be discarded. Some beliefs are wrong and some are stupid. Islam 
is an asinine faith. 


Secondly, what this has to do with the Golden Rule, the law 
that says, treat other as you wish to be treated? Didn’t you quote 


several passages that you claims are from your Imam Ali that said 
the same things? Are you saying that Ali was a con artist too? 
Well, of course this only proves that those passages you attributed 
to Ali are forgeries. Ali never said those things. It requires an 
evolved human to understand the Golden Rule. Ali was a ruthless 
thug who murdered innocent people because they did not want to 
submit to Islam. He burned a man alive because he had 
apostatized. How could such a brute understand the Golden Rule? 


You also say the proponents of the Golden Rule want to bring 
calamity to mankind? Really? How can treating others the way 
one would like to be treated will bring calamity? Didn’t I say 
Muslims are unable to understand the Golden Rule? They can 
parrot it, but understanding it? No way! 


In your third point you repeated your claim of victory because I 
did not answer you. As I said before I have no delusions about you 
seeing the light any time soon. The reason I debate is to show to 
others the intellectual bankruptcy of Muslim intelligentsia. My 
goal is achieved. The readers don’t need my assistance to see the 
fallacy of your arguments. 


I asked what happens to people who die until the Day of 
Resurrection. You replied they stay in the grave conscious so they 
can be punished and rewarded in the grave. Do I have to respond 
to this? The readers don’t need my assistance to see the ridiculous - 
ness of this belief. 


Update: 6-3-2012 


If you were someone interested in truth, instead of this much 
storytelling and exhibiting your inner hatred for Muslims, which 
you can’t avoid even for a moment, you would have responded to 
only one question. You could have said, I don’t understand the 
meaning of karamat from your point of view. Can you please 
explain it? 


Karamat is what makes a human, a human and distinguishes 
him from animals. There is no way for this thing to be rooted in 
nature. In nature values have no meaning. Without this karamat no 
person can be more human than others, in the same way that no 
cow is more cow than other cows. She can only be stronger, better 
looking, or have more milk. And no horse is more horse than 
other horses. He can only be faster, more agile, heavier or lighter. 


If we want to command humans to the right path and prohibit 
them from the wrong path, ascribe any rights to them, prescribe 
the Golden Rules for them, and punish and reward them for their 
moral and immoral deeds, or in a nutshell, attribute to them 
“humanness,” we need one thing that has no roots in nature. That 
is because everything that comes from nature is innate and one 
cannot be responsible for what is innate in him. That would be his 
nature and no one can be blamed for what is his nature. Nothing 
can be added to it, nor can anything be subtracted from it. If a 
person kills someone, he does it because it is his nature and if he 
shows kindness, it is also because it is his nature. 


All of us, based on that very common perception, which in 
your view is the basis of human consciousness, can see this is not 
the case. Human characteristics are different from animal 
characteristics. 


These superior characteristics can only be bestowed upon Man 
from a being that is outside the nature. This being is what we call 
God. There is a confirmation of this God’s gift to mankind in the 
Quran 17:70. “Indeed, WE have honoured the children of Adam, 
and WE carry them by land and sea, and provide them with good 
things and have exalted them far above many of those whom WE 
have created.” 


The ethics of a person can be determined by how he deals with 
other humans, whereas his dignity (karamat) is something 
independent from his ethics. In other words, if there is only one 


person in the world, this specific characteristic that makes him 
human and we call Karamat is present in him. 


I don’t know whether you are aware that when you wrote 
“thanks to his intelligence man has placed himself at the top of the 
food chain,” you stripped Man of his humanity and placed him at 
the same level of animals who are subject to nature, and admitted 
that humanity as a reality does not exist. 


Until we can’t agree that humanity is a distinct reality that can 
only be given by God, responding to your other charges against 
Islam is unnecessary. 


Mr. Farzad, 


Your explanation of the word karamat is not different from 
what I understood in the first time. We agree on the meaning of 
the word. The best translation of it is humanity or humanness. It 
can also be understood as dignity, nobility, honor, etc. The 
difference between us is that you believe this humanity is some- 
thing outside the nature, which can only be given by a being that 
is outside the nature, and hence this proves the existence of God 
and I don’t. 


I will refute this claim in a moment. However, let me 
emphasize that even if you were right and there is a being outside 
the nature that bestows the special gift of humanity to humans, it 
still does not prove the claim of Muhammad. I repeatedly asked 
you to prove the claim of Muhammad. I even conceded, for the 
sake of argument, to accept the existence of God with the same 
characteristics that you attribute to him, so we can move on to the 
subject of our concern. You prefer to talk about the red herring, in 
this case God because you have no proof for Muhammad. Many of 
the readers of this blog believe in God and I have no problem with 
that. I am not promoting atheism. I want people to leave Islam. So 
let us assume that there is a god in the sky with the exact same 


characteristics that you say. Can you prove that Muhammad was a 
prophet of this god? 


As for your claim that karamat is something unique to humans 
outside the nature it is up to you to prove it. 


I agree that our humanity is not limited to our interpersonal 
interaction.Even a person stranded in another planet with no other 
human to interact, is still a human. What makes him a human is 
his brain. Our highly advanced brain allows us to have spatial and 
conceptual thoughts that most animals can’t have. It enables us to 
plan, to fantasize, to invent religions, imagine an afterlife and 
forge a god in our own mind. Animals can’t do that. This is what 
sets us apart from them. 


Our humanity stems from our consciousness and _ our 
consciousness is the function of our brain. If a perfectly normal, 
intelligent and conscientious person becomes a drug user, his 
brain gradually gets damaged. Every time he uses that substance 
he loses the function of a few million brain cells. In a short time 
this person can no longer reason like a human. His conscience will 
be affected. He may steal from his parents and grandparents. He 
will lie and manipulate his loved ones. He will spend the money 
that must be used for food, clothing and education of his children 
on his addiction. His humanity is diminished. The same is true 
with people abusing alcohol. Some of these brain damaged people 
molest even their own children. This proves that our humanity or 
what you call karamat is a function of our brain. If the brain 
ceases to function properly, whether as the result of mind altering 
substances, a mental illness, or mind altering doctrines, we can 
lose our humanity. A narcissist has no conscience. He has no 
empathy. In other words he has no humanity. Narcissists are often 
victims of childhood abuse. You can’t blame their inhumanity on 
God. They are victims of circumstances. The same is true of 
cultists. They too lose their conscience. They are perfectly normal 
people who under the influence of their belief become bereft of 


conscience and can kill others with total clarity of mind and 
justify that just as Muslims justify killing the apostates. 


Our emotions, our feelings, our sense of justice, love, 
compassion, magnanimity and altruism are all functions of our 
brain. It is the sum of all these faculties that make us human. It is 
our brain that distinguishes us from other animals. These faculties 
can be nurtured or they can be damaged. 


The brain is not just a powerful computer. It is also the 
regulator of our emotions such as happiness, sadness, joy, anger, 
depression, optimism, jealousy, envy, greed, kindness, etc. 


This subject is the realm of psychology, not theology. 
Theologists often make assumptions that are not based on facts. 
Your assumption that humanness or what you call karamat is not 
from nature has no basis in science. It is a false premise and I 
challenge you to prove your claim. The proofs that you presented 
so far are all based on false premises. 


Man is a biological machine. What we term as spiritual is also 
the function of the brain. Nature is more complex than what meets 
the eyes. There is a new realm of science called quantum physics 
that provides an explanation to all the phenomena that so far were 
the exclusive domain of religions and occult such as telepathy, 
psychic power, clairvoyance, etc. These are physical realities. 
They are part of our nature and functions of our mind. Nothing 
exists out of the nature. There is a whole new universe in the 
subatomic world for us to discover. This is the world of thoughts. 
And here lies the answer to our spiritual quest. The more we 
discover this world the more answers we can provide into what 
has been hitherto the domain of occultism. 


Let me recapitulate. You say there is something intangible in 
humans that does not exist in nature. That thing must have been 
bestowed on us by a god. 


I say, this is a false premise. Nothing exists out of nature. The 
faculties you refer to and call karamat are functions of our brain. 
They stem from human mind. They can be nurtured and they can 
be damaged. There is no difference between them and any other 
faculty that we humans possess, like our eyesight or our muscle 
power, or brain power, etc. If they were given to us by God no one 
could have altered them. 


The ball is in your court to prove that humanness has divine 
origin. This is tough to prove because first you have to prove the 
existence of God. So any attempt to prove that humanness has 
divine origin is circular reasoning. You simply can’t win this 
argument. 


Update: 7-3-2012 


Either God exists or he doesn’t. If he doesn’t then we live in the 
natural jungle and no one has the right to tell others what is right 
and what is not. Whoever is stronger (has more money and power) 
has the right to impose himself on others. Of course others also have 
the right to defend themselves in any way possible. That is what 
humans do at the present moment. 


However, if God exists, this god must be sanctified from any 
logical defect. The only flawless god is the God of the Quran and 
Muhammad (PBUH). You can’t ignore this matter easily and say I 
have no beef with God but my beef is with the one who has given 
the most flawless definition of God. 


Let us stop right here and define God with the only logical and 
universally accepted parameter (and not our own whims and 
caprices). You either accept this definition logically or you don’t. If 
you know nothing about logic, which apparently you don’t, you 
have no right to enter in this arena, just as I have no right to perform 
heart surgery or become a jet pilot. 


You say that humans can fantasize, invent religion, envision a 
next world, and forge a god in their imagination. Naturally, you 


must also agree that the invention of the Golden Rule and writing 
the human rights are the products of our brain. Why should we pay 
homage to some of our mental activities and disparage and insult its 
other activities? 


It is clear that according to you, our brain does not function 
uselessly, but whatever it does it is for our survival. Muhammad 
(PBUH) used his brain 1400 years ago and with the least casualties 
invented a religion, forged a god and based on that he made his 
country the focal point of the world of his time and made it a center 
of commerce and wealth. And today the greatest wish of 1.5 billion 
people from all over the world is to visit that land. Lenin, Stalin, 
Hitler, Genghis Khan, etc., did the same, but because they were not 
smart enough they were defeated. Today the West is doing the same. 
They have invented the human rights and use it as a tool and a 
weapon to subjugate others. Where it is in their advantage they use 
this weapon and where it is not in their advantage they easily close 
their eyes. And should it be necessary they will defend the 
criminals, for example the support of the crimes of the Zionists in 
Israel. The bottom line is that there is no real humanity. What exists 
is that humanity is being used as a tool and a means of domination — 
just like in Jungle. 


Based on this principle, the enmity of Ali Sian with Muslims is 
perfectly understandable and I too say he is right. He is right to be 
worried for his own death but he shows no concerns for the death of 
millions of Afghans, Palestinians, Yemenis... in the hands of his co 
ideologists (liberalists and Zionists). We live in a wild natural 
world. In nature there is fight for survival and compassion to the 
enemy means forgoing one’s own life. All the isms of the world are 
satanic and only two isms are sacred and divine, 1.e., liberalism and 
Zionism. 


Mr. Ali, you did not understand my idea of humanity. Have I 
understood you correctly? Have I been able to prove that if 
humanity is a reality, it cannot be a product of the nature, but must 
be given to humans from a supernatural source? (I blew in him my 


spirit), that if there is a real human (endowed with humanity) Ali 
Sina is only striving for his own survival and his enmity with 
Muslims is perfectly natural, i.e. based on the animalistic instinct of 
the jungle? 


Mr. Farzad, 


The reason you and I cannot find a common ground is that we 
have two distinct and mutually exclusive understanding of man. 
You see man as a wicked creature, with no nobility and inherent 
goodness, one who if left alone will engage in all sorts of crimes, 
immoral and evil conduct, who has to be reined like a wild beast. 
Of course if this is your definition of human the need for a trainer, 
someone who can put him on a leash and tame him becomes 
imperative. Then you propose Islam because its harness is tighter 
and its leash is shorter. 


My definition of man is diametrically opposite to yours. I see 
man as a noble being, naturally endowed with dignity. Things can 
go wrong and he can turn to be a monster. If Hitler had a loving 
father who did not beat him savagely he would never have become 
the mass murderer he became. If Stalin, Saddam, Genghis Khan, 
Muhammad and other psychopaths of history had a happy child- 
hood they would not have turned into the monsters they turned to. 


This is the crux of the matter and the reason we can’t see eye to 
eye. I see man as a noble being and you see him as a wild, pervert, 
potentially criminal who may even fornicate with his mother if left 
uncontrolled. You believe that man can become human only if 
instructed with “humanity,” which can only be taught by a 
messenger of God. He must be told what is right and wrong 
because on his own he can’t know the difference. And because 
there is no inherent dignity in man, he can be beaten like an 
animal until he submits and obeys. His life also has no intrinsic 
value. If he rebels, he can be slaughtered like an animal. That is 


why you keep insisting that without God’s rule man will become a 
cannibal. This is your idea of man — a crooked being who without 
the stick and carrot and a harness is naturally inclined towards evil 
and will go astray. 


Your definition of man is consistent with your definition of 
right and wrong. In your Islamic world view, right and wrong are 
not obvious to man. Things that we may regard as evil, such as 
raiding, killing, rape, theft and pedophilia may actually be good 
and divine and things that we perceive as good, such as kindness 
to strangers (unbelievers), may actually be bad. “Fight the 
unbelievers around you, and let them find harshness in you.” 
(Q.9:123) “Oh, Believers, do not make friends of your fathers or 
your brothers if they love unbelief above Islam. He who makes 
them his friends does wrong.” Quran 9:23) Based on _ this 
reasoning Man cannot know what is good and what is evil. He 
must be instructed by the messenger of God and after him by 
mullahs like you. If the messenger of God says fighting is good, 
rape is good, killing is good, child rape is good, we should discard 
our own commonsense and believe him. 


This is contrary to my belief. I believe humans have a rational 
mind that can distinguish right from wrong. This faculty of 
discernment is innate. If something appears abhorrent, it is 
abhorrent and vice versa. If someone claims to be a messenger of 
God and tells us things that go against our reason and common 
sense, like for example “Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye 
dislike it. But it is possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for 
you, and that ye love a thing which is bad for you, ” (Q.3:216) that 
person is an impostor and not a messenger of God. I believe 
humanity is inherent in man, and that he instinctively knows the 
difference between right and wrong. 


Each person judges other with his own standards. An honest 
person is trusting and a crooked person is_ suspicious of 
everyone. lab 293 KAS 4s IL 4a UALS) Why you have such a low 


estimation of man? It is because you view the world through 
Muhammad’s eyes. Muhammad was a narcissist. Narcissists are 
law breakers. They have no control over themselves. They have no 
conscience. The only thing that can stop them is the fear of being 
caught. Judging others according to his own standards the 
narcissist who wants to control others uses fear as the instrument 
of control. He invents a vengeful deity and makes his followers 
believe that should they deviate from his orders there will be dire 
consequences. The more twisted is the mind of the psychopath the 
more stringent are his rules. That is why Islam is so demanding 
and it has so many rules and requirements. I invite every Muslim 
to read my book Understanding Muhammad. I have laid this point 
so clearly that leaves one with no option but to agree that 
Muhammad was a psychopath. 


Since your entire world view is based on this false premise that 
man is naturally evil, and only when in leash he can behave 
properly, you come to all sorts of false conclusions such as there 
must be a God to show mankind the right way 


Update 8-3-2012 
Mr. Sina, 


Apparently my feeling is correct. You have not read the 
Aristotelian logic. Have you? In order to prove your point you were 
forced to write a whole newspaper page size of prolixity and repeat 
each point at least twice. To prove something truthful, it does not 
require so much effort. It can be demonstrated in one or two lines, or 
maximum in one paragraph. 


Unfortunately, you have not come even close to understanding 
my point and consequently you were obliged to engage in so much 
garrulity. 


When I say the morality of man that is rooted in nature has no 
value it does not mean that necessarily man is immoral and his 


essence is satanic. Even for their own survival, humans have to get 
along in any way possible (in other words, they must follow the 
Golden Rule). 


There are all sorts of creatures in nature. Some of them are 
peaceful, like most herbivores and some are more aggressive, like 
most carnivores. However, we can neither praise the first group nor 
blame the second group. Each acts according to their own nature. 
Among the animals in the nature one is man who according to his 
nature is free to act either good or bad. However, whether he acts 
good or bad he is influenced by his own nature. His freedom to act 
also is a privilege of no value to him, because he has had no role in 
acquiring that privilege. According to you he has acquired it 
naturally through evolution, just as other animals have acquired 
other faculties and just because man has a wider circle of action it 
does not give him any superiority over animals. 


Mr. Ali, Mr. Sina, contrary to you who thinks Islam is the biggest 
problem and in your own thinking want to eradicate it, I have no 
concerns about your position. The historic experience shows that 
“WE verily have sent down this Reminder, and most surely WE are 
its Guardians” (Q. 15:9) is a confirmed truth. And the efforts of 
people like you are refuted in the Quran 61:8, “They desire to put 
out the light of Allah with their mouths but Allah will perfect His 
light, though the unbelievers may be averse.” No matter how 
forcefully you blow, you may displace a few worthless straws and at 


the end you will only tear your own throat. 


My main concern is your own self who are enslaved by your 
fantasies and have mistaken the mirage for water and heedlessly and 
hurriedly are running towards it. At the end, sooner or later, you’ ll 
attain nothing but the dirt of the grave. According to you, death is 
the end of everything. It is coming to nothingness. Now, it makes no 
difference what number is multiplied to nothing (zero) because the 
result will be still nothing. 


After the defeat of all allegedly humanist isms, vis-a-vis God 
centered thinking, the only ism left is liberalism and the only 


thought that is challenging liberalism is Islam (in my view the Shiite 
Islam). 


Based on the above equation, which will inevitably make you 
and me to return to dust the result of the effort of people like you is 
to fatten the ideology of liberalism. One by one, people are 
sacrificed for this ideology without gaining any benefit from it. 
Contrary to the appearance that Islam wants to sacrifice everyone 
for its own survival, although the activity of Muslims results in 
fattening Islam, every individual Muslim will get his reward for 
fattening Islam. It is not that they will get just the dirt in the grave. 
Although you think this is nothing but a fantasy, without a doubt, in 
practice, it will result in the defeat of the opposing ideology. 


In response to your insistence that I read your writings, which are 
the result of Judaic influence in you, I suggest that to get rid of your 
confusions, you should read the logic of Sovari, so you can 
distinguish between a rational argument and illusion and don’t go 
astray. 


Mr. Farzad, 


Is this all you can say? You start with a few ad hominem 
comments and end your article by saying I don’t understand logic. 
You also say that I will die one day and my life will be wasted. 
How do you want me to respond to these? Shall I remind you that 
in my view you are the one whose life is a waste? What is the 
point of these talks? 


We are here to prove our points of view. You say Allah has 
promised to protect his religion. In that case why did you want to 
debate with me? Didn’t you come to prove me wrong? You 
couldn’t and now leave it to Allah? Let me tell you that Allah is 
not god. He is the figment of Muhammad’s imagination. 


The reason Islam has survived so far is because Muslims 
silenced and killed any person who criticized it. But things have 


changed. No one can stop the Internet and the truth about Islam is 
spreading like wild fire. Islam’s biggest enemy is truth and the 
days of Islam are numbered. 


You say if man’s faculties are acquired through evolution then 
he cannot be superior to animals because he has not worked for 
them. Who said man is superior to other creatures? We are 
smarter. Of course we ascribe more value for our selves than we 
do to other animals. I doubt animals share this opinion. This 
argument about superiority and inferiority is absurd. We are 
humans and have to live like humans. Animals should live like 
animals. The problem arises when some people live like 
animals. Raiding, raping, plundering, abusing, beating and 
imprisoning others are not human behavior. That is my problem 
with Islam. Muslims devalue humans and treat them like animals 
and in the process they act like animals. 


You say, “When I say the morality of man that is rooted in 
nature has no value it does not mean that necessarily man is 
immoral and his essence is satanic.” Didn’t you say without 
religion there is nothing to stop man to eat his own kind? You 
obviously don’t think much of humans. Now you try to backpedal. 
But if you agree that man’s dignity is intrinsic then what was all 
that talk about human dignity must come from out of nature? 


You justify beating, imprisoning, raping and killing and think 
all that is divine because they are sanctioned by your religion and 
practiced by your prophet. What if your belief is a lie? Shouldn’t 
you investigate the claim of Muhammad before committing all 
these crimes? 


For your information, I don’t subscribe to liberalism. 
Liberalism is another sickness of mind barely better than Islam. I 
am a free man, a rational being and I value my independence of 
thought and my individualism. I don’t subscribe to any ideology. I 
am a prophet to my own self, not a follower of any school of 
thought. 


Thank you for this debate. This was a subject I had not 
discussed before and I am happy I did. I think we managed to shed 
light on many important issues such as what Muslims think about 
themselves and others as human beings. Wish you the best... 


Update: 10-3-2012 
Mr. Sina 


Debating with someone who does not know logics is like trying 
to make a two year old child understand that ice cream is not good 
for him. 


My objective of coming here was to prove to you, primarily, and 
to the readers, secondarily, that you don’t know much about logics 
and you confessed that you have not read logics. 


All your claims are the cogitations of a sick and garrulous mind 
who by repeating the words such as “Raiding, raping, plundering, 
abusing, beating and imprisoning others” arrives at an intellectual 
orgasm and is so addicted to this mental masturbation that 
sometimes in one short writing, like the last comment, is not 
satisfied to mention them once and has to repeat them twice. 


If I give in sometimes and analyze God from the point of view of 
a denier of God, it is to make school children who don’t understand 
logic, to understand the reality of man. Otherwise, why would nature 
that [according to you] is so capable of making a creature as smart 
as man has stopped short of enlarging the brains of other creatures? 
What has happened that according to some proponents of evolution, 
this evolution has stopped working? What the heck this evolution 
was doing in all those four billion years and why only now, in these 
last four or forty thousand years its effect has become manifest? 
You know very well that this is one of the biggest puzzles and 
conundrums of science today. 


My position as a Muslim is completely strong and firm. I believe 
that the comprehension of good and bad is given to man by God. 


“And the soul and Him Who made it perfect, Then He inspired it to 
understand what is right and wrong for it; He will indeed be 
successful who purifies it. And he is indeed a failure who stunteth it. 


“(Q.91: 7-10) 


Without God, man is only an animal among animals of the 
jungle, but a man who in these last few seconds of his existence 
(compared to his several billion years of his existence on the planet) 
has learned to be less savage so he can live in more comfort. 


Mr. Farzad, 


This debate is over. When someone foams his mouth and 
attacks his opponent, it is clear that he has run out of things to say. 


I never said I have not read logic. However, I see no reason to 
boast about my erudition either. 


As for your statement about evolution, this is something you 
can learn if you Google it. Any child knows how evolution works. 
Also evolution has never stopped and it will never stop. No one 
who understands evolution will ever say such asininity. 


The bottom line is that you believe man is utterly unable to 
distinguish right from wrong. In fact what we perceive as evil, like 
stealing, raping, killing, abusing, torturing, cheating, discrimi- 
nating, etc., may be good for us and vice versa, things that we 
instinctively believe to be good like kindness to strangers 
(unbelievers) may be bad. We can’t find the right way without 
Muhammad’s guidance. Our conscience can mislead us. Instead 
of trusting our own conscience we must listen to the prophets of 
God and not just any prophet, only to Muhammad because the 
messages of all other prophets are corrupted by man. If 
Muhammad says things that we may believe to be evil and go 
against our commonsense and conscience, we must ignore our 
commonsense and conscience and believe what Muhammad 
says. Who are we to judge and question the messenger of God? 


This is in nutshell the philosophy of Islam and your conviction 
of it is unshakable. You won’t even allow doubt to rattle your 
belief. After all you admit that your common sense and conscience 
are not adequate instruments for you to distinguish between right 
and wrong. You will not use your brain or your conscience 
because you believe they may mislead you. Instead you blindly 
follow Muhammad. It does not matter how egregious his teachings 
may sound and how evil they may appear. He is after all the 
Prophet of God and he is the one who will decide what is good 
and bad not you. 


All I can say is to quote Bertrand Russell, who said, “The 
whole problem with the world is that fools and fanatics are always 
so certain of themselves, but wiser people so full of doubts.” 


Update: 11-3- 2012 
Mr. Sina, 


You claim that the comments were closed accidentally and you 
were not aware of it. If you yourself believe in what you say I 
believe too. This is not an important issue. Was also the deletion of 
my last comment and your response to it [that you had already 
published] also accidental? 


You say this debate is over. Yes, it is in some respects. Since a 
humanist philosophy cannot provide any logical argument, there is 
nothing left [for you] to say. However, the discussion about reason 
and ignorance, religion and disbelief, justice and injustice, theism 
and lustfulness, will never end and will continue forever. 


You said I attacked you. One of the things that I learned from 
you in this debate is that if someone believes in something and 
presents his proof to support his belief that is not considered 
personal attack because it is to inform others. What I wrote in my 
previous message about you is my belief about you and I also 
presented my reasons both in that comment and in previous 


comments. Therefore, what I said, according to your own self, are 
not insults or personal attacks; they are truths that one must not hide. 
The fact that I believe you are infected by intellectual masturbation 
is not an attack on your person. It is an illness that has affected your 
mind. As you know the person who is mentally sick is not aware of 
his sickness and you are not an exception. 


You talked about your erudition. It is possible for the perfume to 
smell fragrant even if it is not. Many people can’t distinguish 
between a real perfume and a synthetic one. However, logical 
problems are not like that. Only an expert can separate philosophy 
from sophism and reason from fallacies. If in your long write-ups 
you can find any arguments based on logical principles, then you are 
right. 


You quoted Bertrand Russell to dismiss my conviction, saying 
only fools and fanatics are certain, but the wise people are full of 
doubts. First of all the first part of that best suits you who with 
absolute conviction in the grab of a prophet are spreading your 
unfounded and invalid beliefs. Secondly, this applies to all sects and 
groups and not just to us the Shiites. You well know that the Sunnis 
call us Rafezi. Rafezi means someone who does not accept anything 
without evidence. 


Our doctrine is based on three fundamentals -  shiism, 
philosophy and erfan (knowledge), in other words the Quran, 
reason and knowledge. There is no chance to defeat someone who 
clings to these three principles and you are no exception from this 
rule. 


You touched many subjects that had nothing to do with the 
main subject of our discussion. And despite the fact that they were 
invalid, I did not respond to them so I won’t get away from the 
main subject, but I will gradually. Of course, it would be more for 
your own sake. But if you wish you can translate them for the 
readers of your site. 


Mr. Farzad, 


In another post I explained why our last comments that I had 
published were deleted several hours later. As it happened, I had 
another open browser on the same page which was not updated. 
Hours later when I came to my computer, I saw that browser and I 
saved it before closing it. So the updates were lost. When I found 
out, I went to the history and copied what I had written and added 
it to the page again. Your comment was not lost because a copy of 
it exists in the comment section. Why these things are so 
important to you? Have you really run out of things to say? Is it 
why you are grabbing to any straw? 


You say the discussion about reason and ignorance, justice and 
injustice, theism and lustfulness, etc., will never end. I am afraid 
that discussion is also over. Once you say that man is imbecile, all 
his wisdom, his consciousness and his morality amount to nothing; 
and he can’t know the difference between right and wrong on his 
own; and only Muhammad can teach him these things, otherwise 
he may become a cannibal; there is nothing else to talk about. This 
is, aS you mullahs say, the end of discussion. What is the point of 
arguing when all that has to be known is already said by 
Muhammad and is written in the Quran? You love the word 
masturbation, so let me say that by your reasoning arguing 1s 
nothing but intellectual masturbation. What is the point of 
discussing anything when all one has to do is to open the Quran 
and read it? 


You either side with reason or with religion. You can’t have it 
both ways. These two are mutually exclusive. If reason can lead us 
to truth then why we need religion and if religion is supreme why 
we need to argue about anything? If you side with reason, religion 
is superfluous and if you side with religion, reason is redundant. 


As for your justification of personal attacks on me, I believe 
you misunderstood me. You and I are not the subjects of this 
debate. The subject is Muhammad. If we attack each other it will 


be ad hominem and red herring. Assuming, your charges against 
me are true and my logic is at the same level of a two year old 
toddler. What this has to do with the questions I am raising about 
Muhammad? Why you don’t show the flaws of my logic? Let 
others grade my logic. 


You say the Sunnis call the Shiites Rafezi because you don’t 
accept anything without evidence. You are wrong. That would be 
skepticism. Believers can’t be skeptic. Rafezi derives from rafaz 
which is the origin of the English word refuse. Sunnis call you 
refused, 1.e., rejected from religion, or those who have refused the 
true religion and walked away. They don’t even accept the Shiites 
as true Muslims. Your faith is refused. 


Update: 13-3-2012 
Mr. Sina, 


My experience with debating with the enemies of God and 
religion is that when they feel powerless to reply, they twist the 
words of their opponent and interpret it differently and then they 
respond powerfully to their own imaginary construct. 


I never said that man is imbecile and all his faculties, like 
reasoning, consciousness and his morality are worthless. I am not 
saying that man cannot distinguish right from wrong and only the 
Prophet of Mercy (PBHU) can teach him these things and if not he 
may become a cannibal. I never said everything that needs to be 
known 1s in the Quran and 1s already stated by the Prophet (PBUH). 


I already answered this point a few months ago in our previous 
debate. The difference between you and me is in our beliefs the 
source of man’s unique powers. You say that the blind, deaf, dumb 
and ignorant nature has produced a seeing, hearing, talking and 
knowing being. I say that first of all something imperfect cannot 
create something perfect and secondly, if we assume that these 
faculties are endowed by nature, we can no longer call it perfect. It 


is only one external and obvious fact that does not deserve to be 
appreciated and it cannot be considered a value. 


There are many natural phenomena around us, some of them 
quite amazing, but none can force us to bow to them, revere and 
glorify them. A man that is only a product of nature is one such 
phenomenon. There is no reason to respect such a man, despite his 
unique characteristics, if he is not chosen by a knowing, powerful, 
and wise being. Yes, it is possible to forge a series of credits based 
on undesirable traits and regard those traits obligatory through other 
series of rules and punish the detractors. However, this is based on 
credit and it does not bring innate dignity to man. I hope my 
explanation is clear and understandable. 


Let us leave the discussion of things that we can understand and 
things that must be instructed by the messenger of God (PBUH) for 
a later time. 


In another part you talked about the incompatibility of religion 
and reason and regarded them as mutually exclusive. I will reply 
briefly. Reason and religion are complementary. Each correct and 
rational subject requires two elements. One is its matter of it and the 
other its self. Reason is the self of the subject and religion is its 
matter. If there is no religion, what will be the utility of reason for 
man? If the ultimate goal is to spend the life between birth and 
death, animals can do it without the need of reason and with no 
concerns. In that case isn’t our reason superfluous? 


In regards to personal attacks [on you] and your claim that the 
subject of discussion is the Prophet (PBUH) and not you, I 
mentioned before my reason. Here I add that when someone has an 
issue with the wisdom of the majority, and the subject of their 
problem is not an apparent and scientific reality, first we must 
evaluate, on one hand the soundness of that person’s intelligence, 
and on the other, the soundness of his reasoning. If he passes these 
tests then we can analyze his claim. If we assume that you are 
physically and psychologically healthy the correctness of your 
reasoning is very dubious. As I said before, it is certainly invalid 


and unfounded. Therefore, there is no point in responding to your 
main arguments. Despite that, because I had promised since the 
beginning of our debate I will point out your mental errors and your 
invalid claims one by one, although it may be for after the Norooz 
festival. 


Mr. Farzad, 


You accused me of using straw man fallacy and disproving 
things you never said. You claim you have never said that man is 
imbecile and his conscience, reason and morality amount to 
nothing and that only your prophet can teach these things to him. I 
am afraid that is what your statements boil down to. You made it 
very clear that man without divine guidance will go astray to such 
extent that he may even eat his kind. You asked me to disprove 
this claim based on the evolution or nature. 


You confirmed that claim even in your latest reply when you 
said if human faculties come from nature they have no value. You 
believe that in such case man does not have to be revered because 
he is just an animal, only with a bigger brain. 


So what is wrong in accepting that man is another animal with 
more evolved brain and heightened faculties and that his wisdom, 
discernment, intelligence, morality and ethics are all products of 
the nature? You say human’s noble traits cannot come from nature 
because nature is devoid of them. Yes, they can. Date is sweet 
even though the dirt that sustains it is not. Likewise, humans can 
acquire intelligence and other faculties from the nature that is 
devoid of them. Everything exists in nature in potential. 


These superior human faculties that you believe are given to us 
through an external source such as a revelation don’t have a 
physical or spiritual existence. They are functions of the brain, just 
as life is the function of living organisms or sound is a function of 
a musical instrument. It is meaningless to ask who gave the violin 


its sound. When the cords of the violin are stroked, they make a 
sound. Sound has no independent existence outside the violin. 
Likewise, intelligence and other human faculties are functions of 
the brain. The difference between us humans and animals is not in 
substance but in degree. Our brain is bigger and functions better. 
That is why we can think about concepts that animals can’t. 


A dog can smell millions of different smells that we don’t 
know even exist. His nose is not different from ours. It is just 
more powerful. Likewise, we have the same kind of brain that 
animals have. Ours is more powerful. 


You have made your position very clear. You deny man is 
naturally endowed with enough intelligence to discern between 
right and wrong and that is why he needs instructions from 
Muhammad, without which there is a risk that he may become a 
savage and eat his kind. This is in nutshell what you believe. But 
every time I nail you down, you try to backpedal and deny it. That 
is okay, you are free to say what you want. Our readers are smart. 


You say if human’s nobility is a product of nature then it does 
not merit any respect and no one should bow to man because he is 
just an evolved animal. 


Why should anyone bow to us? Why are you so obsessed with 
values and ranks? This line of reasoning has dire consequences. 
When you consider yourself superior to someone else, whether 
animal or human, you belittle and objectify them. You tend to use 
and abuse them. That is why humans have used and abused animals 
for so long. We thought God created them for us. But that is not 
true. Animals are not created for us to use and abuse. In the past it 
was forgivable, but not anymore. Now we don’t need animals for 
our survival and we must respect their life and their dignity. The 
only thing that sets us apart from animals is our rational 
mind. Emotionally, they are similar to us. 


Animals are not the only victims of this twisted reasoning. 
When you say some people have more value than others because 


of their belief or disbelief, you dehumanize the disbelievers, 
discriminate against them and violate their human rights. That is 
why you think it is okay to beat, imprison and kill the disbelievers, 
particularly those who oppose Islam. They simply have no value 
for you. Nothing has any value for you unless it is services Islam. 


Islamic thinking is dangerous. Its philosophy is based on false 
premises that are harmful to mankind. Why so much obsession 
with values? According to this thinking, there must be a system of 
punishment and rewards for the world to make sense. This is a 
primitive way of thinking. A more mature way of thinking is to 
focus on capacities and potentials. No one is better or worse; we 
have different potentials. Take the example of cells in a body. 
They are different and have different functions; some of those 
functions are more vital than others, but we don’t discriminate 
between them. They are all important. 


Instead of thinking of values, why not think of functions? No 
one is superior or inferior. Democracies are based on this premise. 
All men (includes women) are equal. In Islam men are superior to 
women; the believers are superior to disbelievers; free men are 
superior to slaves, etc. This value system is even translated in 
monetary terms where the blood money of a Muslim man is twice 
that of a Muslim woman and at the bottom of the scale is the 
polytheist (Hindu) woman whose life is worth 33 times less than 
that of a Muslim man. 


You say religion and reason are complementary. This is not 
true. They are mutually exclusive. Belief means accepting a 
postulate without evidence. Reason means never accepting 
anything without evidence. How can these two complement each 
other? We believe in things that we can’t prove. For example, one 
may believe in Bigfoot. This is not an illogical belief. Bigfoot is 
believed to be a primate. But because there is no evidence of such 
creature, we can only believe. However, we never say we believe 
in gorillas because we know gorillas exist. Another example: If I 


ask you the time and you don’t have a watch, you may guess and 
say, I believe it is 3 PM. But if you have a watch, you’ll look at it 
and with certainty will say the hour. In the first case, you believe 
because you are not sure and in the second case you know because 
you are sure. Belief is based on speculation and conjecture and 
knowledge on facts. Faith and reason don’t complement each 
other; they exclude each other. 


It is simple to prove this point. Take the example of evolution. 
Evolution is not a theory anymore. It is a scientific fact. But 
believers in creation cannot accept it. So how can religion and 
reason complement each other? Believers will deny facts to 
defend their faith. Muhammad believed earth is spread out like a 
carpet. He also believed that sun and moon are both luminary 
objects in the sky that revolve around the earth every 24 hours, 
chasing each other without ever reaching each other. Reason 
opposes that belief. Muslims defended Muhammad’s belief until 
finally the evidence became overwhelming and they were forced 
to reinterpret their scripture and side with reason. There are 
countless examples that show reason and religion don’t mix. 


Now a person can be religious and rational at the same time. 
However, in areas that he is more religious he is less rational and 
vice versa. We humans are good in compartmenting our brain. 
That is why one can find scientists who are also religious. 
However, they don’t use religion and science as complementary 
elements. They think less as scientists when they put on their 
religious hat one and less as believers when they think as 
scientists. Show me one instance where science and religion 
complement each other. There is none. 


You ask, without religion what good is reason for? This is an 
absurd question, but you made your reason for asking it clear. You 
said if the goal is to live life from birth to death, also animals can 
do it without the need of reason. This belies another twisted 
Islamic thinking that life in this world is worthless and one should 


live only for the next world. Where is the evidence of the next 
world? I am not saying that the next world does not exist. It may 
exist, just as the Bigfoot may exist. The point is whether it is wise 
to give up this life in the hope of a one that may not exist at 
all? Believing in the next world gives hope to some people and I 
don’t oppose such belief. What is foolish is to throw away this life 
for something unproven or worse, take the life of someone else for 
it. 

I sometimes buy lottery tickets. | know the chance of hitting 
the jackpot is very slim — one in 14,000,000. But I spend two 
dollars to dream for a few days of becoming a millionaire. Ah 
what would I do with that much money! It gives me hope and it is 
worth the two dollars. I am buying a dream. But what if I spent all 
my money buying tickets to increase my chance of winning? 
Wouldn’t that be stupid? 


That is what you Muslims do. You give up everything in this 
life for something unproven. This life is in front of us. Why not 
make it better for ourselves and for others? You make this life a 
hell for everyone else and for yourselves in the hope of a life that 
may not be true. This is ultimate stupidity. 


At the end you make the surprising claim that if you can prove 
I am not mentally sane or rational, you will be exonerated from 
answering my main questions about Islam. Only a Muslim can 
come up with a reasoning as warped as this. I don’t mind that 
instead of answering my charges against Islam and Muhammad 
you attack me because that is basically like throwing the towel and 
conceding defeat. Ad hominem is the last weapon of the loser. I 
believe that is where we are at. You are finished and you know it. 
That is why you cling to logical fallacies as your last weapon. “Go 
ahead, make my day.” Disgrace yourself as much as you want. 


It is funny that you know this too. At the beginning of your 
latest reply you said when a person sees he is losing he will twist 
the word of his opponent and attack it. That is called straw man 


fallacy and it is very true. So you know that using logical fallacies 
is a sign of defeat. Of course, I did not use straw man fallacy 
which you accused me of. But you are now saying you want to use 
ad hominem fallacy. You basically have confessed to what is 
obvious to everyone else that you’ve lost this debate. 


Updated: 14-2-2012 
You wrote: 


“The only thing that sets us apart from animals is our rational 
mind.” 


“We must respect their life and their dignity.” 


J 


“Emotionally, they are similar to us.’ 


Dr. Sina, All of my effort was to achieve to this point and 
prove that you are just an animal that its brain is a bit bigger than 
other animals. And you with all of your ability tried to hide this 
reality, but at end succumbed and acknowledged completely to 
this fact. Your loyalty is appreciated and I thank you although 
thanking of animals is not prevalent. 


Now at this point the debate is over. 


Just one point, maybe “Emotionally”, they are similar to us but 
“logically” they are not. 


Mr. Farzad, 


Any person who believes in evolution believes humans are 
animals. Where did I try to hide this? This is a scientific fact now 
proven by DNA, something that did not exist at the time of 
Darwin. That is why evolution is no longer called a theory. It is a 
proven principle. Not only we are apes; we actually originated 
from bacteria which, in all likelihood, fell on this planet about 
four billion years ago taking a ride on a meteorite. 


We come from animal kingdom. Biologically we are no 
different from other animals. We are cousins to all the creatures 
that you see including the earth worms and insect. Emotionally, 
we are very similar to our nearest kin, the mammals. Intellectually 
we are somewhat different. Everything that sets a man apart from 
an animal is in the evolution of his brain. It is this evolution that is 
responsible for the appearance of human consciousness, morality 
and ethics. It is thanks to this evolution that man has the ability to 
grasp the Golden Rule, feel empathy and love, not just for his kind 
but also for all the living creatures. This evolution is in progress. 
That is why we have so many people turning to veganism. 
Veganism is an evolution in human consciousness. Many people 
are realizing that not only abusing other people is morally and 
ethically wrong, abusing animals is also morally and ethically 
wrong. 


However, the evolution in human consciousness is not 
homogeneous. Not all the people are equally evolved morally. Just 
as physical environment is responsible for the bodily evolution 
intellectual environment is responsible for the evolution of our 
consciousness. 


For us to evolve morality, understand fairness and be ethical, 
we need a right intellectual environment. You can throw the best 
seeds on an unfertile ground and they will not grow. Likewise if 
people are raised in societies that are bereft of ethical values, they 
will not evolve as ethical humans. Their level of consciousness 
will remain at the same level of animals. 


This is what has happened to Muslims. Thanks to Islamic 
indoctrination that comes from the mind of a psychopath, Muslims 
have not evolved morally. Their level of consciousness is at the 
same level of animals. They act beastly. In Islamic world might is 
right. Minorities have no right — just like in jungle. Muslims are 
less evolved humans. They are sub-humans. This is obvious to 
anyone who reads the daily news coming from the Muslim world. 


This human evolution must happen at our consciousness. It is 
not genetic. Genetically all humans are the same. But our consci- 
ousness is at different stages of evolution. 


Many ex-Muslims wrote to me and told me that now that they 
have left Islam, it is as if a load has been lifted from their 
shoulders. For the first time they don’t feel guilty loving all 
mankind, irrespective of their beliefs. This is what makes us 
human — to have the ability to love other people irrespective of 
their beliefs. 


My hope is to help all, or at least most Muslims to take that 
evolutionary step and pass from the animal consciousness into 
human consciousness. No person, who has so much hatred of 
mankind in his heart as Muhammad had and instructed his 
followers to have, can be truly called an evolved human. I took 
that evolutionary step consciously when I left Islam and I want to 
help other Muslims to take it too. 


